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ABSTRACT
Becker, Sharon. An Investigation of English learning of a sample of students who are
deaf or hard of hearing and English learners and a sample of students who are
English learners. Published Doctor of Philosophy dissertation. University of
Northern Colorado, 2017

The purpose of this study was to investigate the English learning of a sample of
students who are deaf or hard of hearing and English learners (DHH EL) and a sample of
students who are English learners (EL). The English language learning of four students
who were DHH EL and four students who were EL was explored through a multiple-case
study using cross-case analysis. Additional participants who supported the language
learning of the students included seven culturally and linguistically diverse teachers
(CLD), two teachers of the deaf (TOD), and one audiologist.
In this qualitative study, observations, interviews, and artifacts were used to
identify similarities and differences in the selected sample of participants as well as how
language was assessed and language proficiency levels determined, what the reading
levels were, and what curriculum or instructional strategies were used. Similarities that
emerged included how language proficiency levels were assessed, the use of explicit
instruction and scaffolding, and collaboration. Differences included placement and
curriculum, how reading levels were assessed, and the growth in language proficiency.
Differences also included influencers of diversity such as cultural backgrounds, home
language, and modes of communication. In addition, the students who are DHH EL did
not have access to home or first language as compared to the students who are EL. The
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major themes that emerged were: (a) curriculum, (b) instructional strategies, (c) language
levels, (d) reading levels, (e) safe environment, (f) social language, (g) routines and
procedures, and (h) collaboration. In addition to a discussion on themes, implications in
the areas of practice, teacher preparation, and identification of students were presented.
The participants in this study ranged from 6th grade through 12th grade and came
from various backgrounds. Some were born in the U.S., while others came from refugee
camps in Southeast Asia and Africa. Future research direction should include case
studies that are more narrowly diverse and focusing on students from similar
backgrounds as well as the English learning of students in the elementary setting.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Language is the road map of a culture. It tells you where its people come from
and where they are going.
-Rita Mae Brown (1988, p. 57)
Sitting on the dry, dusty ground in the middle of the Australian outback, 8-yearold Ronnie picked up a stick and started drawing. That was the aboriginal way, sharing
stories through pictures. I intently gazed at his drawing and tried to comprehend what he
was telling me. Here I was, a white, female, American teacher, thoroughly embracing
this moment in time, yet frustrated by the invisible wall that prevented us from
communicating our thoughts and ideas. What was that wall? Culture? Language?
Ronnie tried to find the English words to match his drawings. He struggled.
English was his third or fourth language, and none of the languages were very strong for
him. Through years of chronic ear infections, he had developed a moderate to severe
hearing loss in both ears. The combination of hearing loss and linguistic diversity
affected his education and communication. His primary language was Pitinjarra. His
family had moved into the town camp where the majority of the aborigine people spoke
Yipirinya. Now that he lived near the town and attended school here, the education was
in English. In addition to the spoken languages, his people also had their own aborigine
sign language. As we continued our lesson in the sand, I felt that we were slowly starting
to connect. He was beginning to portray his thoughts, and I was able to finally grasp the
meaning. Then the wind swirled. The red sand slowly drifted across the ground, silently
erasing his story.
I had come a long way. My toolbox was full of knowledge and experience.
However, as I reached into my toolbox to pull out ideas to connect with and teach
Ronnie, I came up short. I had a Bachelors of Science degree and a Masters of Science
degree in deaf education. At that time, my teaching experience had included over 15
years working with students who were deaf or hard of hearing (DHH) in a variety of
settings and ranged from early education to early adulthood. However, all that
knowledge and experience didn’t help me that dry, dusty afternoon. We just smiled at
each other and started drawing in the sand again.
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Background
This study stemmed from my desire to continue drawing in the sand by examining
the English learning of students who are DHH and are English Learners (DHH EL) and
students who are English Learners (EL). Through the exploration of English language
learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and the English language learning of a
sample of students who are EL using a multiple case study design, my hope was to
acquire additional knowledge and experience to add to my toolbox. Qualitative case
studies seek to answer the questions “what” and “how.” Before exploring the question,
how is language being developed and assessed in a sample of students who are DHH EL
and a sample of students who are EL, a description of the population is warranted.
The population of students who are EL is increasing and is the fastest growing
population in public schools in North America (National Clearinghouse for English
Language Acquisition, 2007). Nine percent of all public school students are EL and are
enrolled in nearly three out of every four public schools (U.S. Department of Education,
2015). This percentage is expected to continue to increase. As the population of students
who are EL increases, the field of DHH is impacted. It is estimated that 18-25% of
students who are DHH are also EL (Gallaudet Research Institute, 2011).
Students who are DHH EL have not been clearly defined in the literature. For the
purpose of understanding the students in this context, DHH EL is defined as students
having a hearing loss that adversely affects educational performance and who are
culturally and/or linguistically diverse active learners of the English language and may
benefit from various types of language support programs.
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Students who are DHH EL are a diverse population (Becker & Bowen, 2015).
Leigh (2008) discussed what he calls “influencers of diversity” (p. 25), which are
characteristics that add to the diversity of students who are DHH and potentially impact
their learning. These influencers of diversity include factors such as the proficiency level
of the first language (L1), prior schooling experience, and support from family. These
influencers of diversity will be discussed in further detail in Chapter II.
Need for the Research Study
There is a paucity of research for students who are DHH EL. To date, only a few
published research studies exist (Ayantoye & Luckner, 2016; Baker & Scott, 2016;
Cannon, Frederick, & Easterbrooks, 2010; Guardino, Cannon, & Eberst, 2014). One
dissertation focused on students who are DHH EL or culturally and/or linguistically
diverse (CLD) through case studies (Reimers, 2011). A few articles discussed the topic
(Cannon & Guardino, 2012; Gerner de Garcia, 1995; Storbeck, 2011). More recently, the
American Annals of the Deaf published a two-part special issue on deafness and diversity
(Paul, 2016). One part of the special issue focused entirely on students who are DHH
who are multilingual learners (Guardino & Cannon, 2016). Currently, there is no
research on the language development and assessment of students who are DHH EL,
especially in relationship to language development of students who are EL.
Becker and Bowen (2015) conducted a study on the perspectives of service
providers on the education of students who are DHH EL. Eight service providers were
interviewed to examine the issues and challenges faced when educating this population of
students. Participants reported that the issues and challenges stemmed from
characteristics, or influencers, of diversity of their students, which influenced their
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education, such as no prior schooling and differences in languages between home and
school. Due to the combination of diverse characteristics, students who are DHH EL
have unique needs in the areas of culture, linguistics/communication, and academics,
which impact their education.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative multiple-case study was to investigate the
language learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who
are EL. The questions guiding this study deal with obtaining a deeper knowledge and
understanding of the language learning of the participants in this study and how language
is being developed and assessed as well as similarities and differences.
Case studies seek to answer what and how questions (Yin, 2009). Case studies
also provide a rich, thick description of the participants in the study. These types of
questions can be answered and detailed descriptions can be accomplished through semistructured interviews, direct observations, and an analysis of documents and artifacts.
The following questions guided this research:
Q1

What are the similarities and differences in a sample of students who are
DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL? What curriculum and/or
instructional strategies are used?

Q2

How is the language of a sample of students who are DHH EL and the
language of a sample of students who are EL assessed and language
proficiency levels determined?

Q3

What are the reading levels of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a
sample of students who are EL?
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Operational Definition of Terms
Communication is the act or process of using words, sounds, signs, or behaviors to
express or exchange information or to express your ideas, thoughts, feelings, etc.
to someone else (Merriam Webster Dictionary, 2015).
Deafness: Deafness is defined as a hearing loss which adversely affects educational
performance and that is so severe that the child is impaired in processing
linguistic (communication) information through hearing or without amplification
(IDEA, 2004).
English Learners is defined as active learners of the English language who may benefit
from various types of language support programs (National Council of Teachers
of English [NCTE], 2008, p. 2).
Hearing impairment: Hearing impairment is defined as an impairment in hearing,
whether permanent or fluctuating, that adversely affects a child’s educational
performance (IDEA, 2004).
Language is the system of words or signs that people use to express thoughts and feelings
to each other (Merriam Webster Dictionary, 2015).
Students who are DHH EL is defined as students having a hearing loss that adversely
affects educational performance and who are culturally and/or linguistically
diverse active learners of the English language and may benefit from various
types of language support programs (Becker & Bowen, 2015).
Significance of the Study
This study was significant and contributed to the field of DHH as well as EL by
providing insight into the language learning for a sample of students who are DHH EL
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and a sample of students who are EL. Through a rich, detailed description from the
multiple case design, valuable information can be used to guide instruction and provide
support in the development of language. Benefits may include identification of
additional resources and supports found from this study’s examination of similarities and
differences in curriculum and assessment of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a
sample of students who are EL. The information gained from this qualitative research
sets a foundation for which additional research can be conducted.
Summary and Overview of Remaining Chapters
In this chapter, I provided the background of the study, statement of the problem,
the purpose and need of the study, and research questions. I also provided the
significance of the study to the fields of deaf education and ELs. For further
understanding of this study, Chapter II includes a literature review of instructional
practices on English language development, academic content learning and literacy
instruction used with students who are DHH and/or EL, and a discussion on language and
second language acquisition. Chapter III provides information on the research
methodology, the researcher stance, and the theoretical foundations that guide this study.
A description of the setting and participants is provided in Chapter IV, along with a
dissemination of the results of the cross-case analysis and the themes that emerged. In
Chapter V, I conclude with a discussion of the results as they relate to the research
questions as well as implications for educators, limitations, and recommendations for
future research.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction
In order to successfully investigate the English learning of students who are DHH
EL and students who are EL, it is important to discuss the complexities that contribute to
the education of this population. In this literature review, I will summarize the theory
and research that will lay a foundation for this case study. This literature review is
divided into three sections. The first section defines and describes students who are DHH
EL as well as discusses the challenges in research and instruction. Students who are
DHH EL are a diverse population. The diversity impacts instructional practices. The
second section reviews and examines instructional practices used with students who are
EL, with students who are DHH, and with students who are DHH EL. Instructional
practices will focus on English language development, academic content learning, and
literacy instruction. The focus of the final section will be on language and second
language acquisition. The final section includes a review of the theoretical perspectives
of second language acquisition, the differences and similarities of the first language (L1)
and the second language (L2), language proficiency, and finally, guiding principles of
language development.
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Students Who are Deaf/Hard of Hearing English Learners
The population of students who are EL as well as students who are DHH EL is
increasing. The percentage of students who were ELs in public schools was higher in
2010-2011 (10%) than in 2002-2003 (9%) (Digest of Education Statistics 2012, Table
47). The population of students who are DHH EL is also increasing. The population of
DHH students whose parents use a language “other” than English increased from 2.7% in
2000 to 25.2% in 2011 (Gallaudet Research Institute, 2011).
Defining the Population
Definitions of students who are DHH and definitions of students who are EL are
provided through legislation and literature. What has not been provided is a clear
definition of students who are DHH EL. Examination of the definitions of both
populations of students provides a definition that leads to a better understanding of
students who are DHH EL.
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (2004) defined deafness
and hearing impairment separately. Deafness is defined as “a hearing loss which
adversely affects educational performance and that is so severe that the child is impaired
in processing linguistic (communication) information through hearing or without
amplification”. Hearing impairment is defined by IDEA as “an impairment in hearing,
whether permanent or fluctuating, that adversely affects a child’s educational
performance” (IDEA, 2004).
The National Council of Teachers of English (NTCE) defined ELs as “active
learners of the English language who may benefit from various types of language support
programs” (2008, p. 2). Students who are ELs are culturally and/or linguistically diverse
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(CLD) students who have been identified as having language proficiency levels that
preclude them from accessing, processing, and acquiring grade level content in English;
therefore, they qualify for various types of language support programs. Terminology
referring to ELs often changes with time and with shifting socio-political dynamics
(NTCE, 2008). Various terms used in the literature are: English as a second language
(ESL), limited English proficient (LEP), English as a foreign language (EFL), English
language learners (ELL), and English learners (ELs). Emergent bilinguals is another
term used in the literature to refer to English language learners (Garcia & Tyler, 2010).
The term EL may apply to learners across various levels of proficiency in English
(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008).
Examining the individual definitions for students who are DHH and the
definitions for students who are EL, I propose a definition for DHH EL that combines
aspects of both populations. Therefore, for the purpose of understanding the students in
this context, DHH EL is defined as students having a hearing loss that adversely affects
educational performance and who are culturally and/or linguistically diverse active
learners of the English language and may benefit from various types of language support
programs.
Placement and Programming
Educational placement and programming models vary for students who are DHH
and for students who are EL. Educational placement for students who are DHH consist
of different options: (a) inclusion in the general educational setting, (b) resource room,
(c) self-contained classrooms, and (d) special schools (Spencer & Marschark, 2010).
Program models for ELs also vary. Two main models for ELs are bilingual models and
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English as a second language (ESL) models. The bilingual models include: (a) two-way
bilingual, (b) developmental bilingual education, and (c) transitional bilingual education.
English as a second language models include pull-out, such as newcomers programs or
direct instruction and sheltered English instruction. Sheltered English is a way to teach
English through content areas (Echevarria & Graves, 2015; Goldenberg & Coleman,
2010). Within the program models, instruction for students who are EL focus on English
language development and/or academic instruction. English language development
(ELD) is instruction that promotes the development of either oral or written English skills
and abilities (Gersten & Baker, 2000).
Influencers of Diversity
Students who are DHH EL are a diverse population (Becker & Bowen, 2015).
They also have unique aspects and characteristics related to their hearing loss and
education (Leigh; 2008; Spencer & Marschark, 2010). Leigh (2008) discussed what he
calls “influencers of diversity” (p. 25), which are characteristics that add to the diversity
of students who are DHH and potentially impact their learning. The term “influencers of
diversity” is used in this study when addressing the specific characteristics of both
students who are DHH and students who are ELs. This study explored various
influencers of diversity identified with each participant, which may contribute to
language skills and acquisition.
When looking individually at the population of students who are DHH and
individually at the population of students who are EL, some influencers of diversity are
similar, while others are unique to each population. The influencers of diversity of
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students who are DHH and influencers of diversity of students who are EL are outlined in
Table 1.
Table 1
Influencers of Diversity that Impact Education of Students Who Are Deaf, Hard of
Hearing, English Learners
Cultural Aspects
Deaf culture
Home culture
Immigration status (i.e.,
Refugee, migrant)

Linguistic Aspects
(Communication)
Method or mode of
communication (Spoken or
signed)

Prior schooling experience

Type/degree of hearing loss

Educational placement
(inclusion in general educational
setting, resource room, self
contained classroom, special
schools)

Age of onset/age of amplification
Socio-economic standings
Culture within a culture
Which culture takes
precedence?

Academic Aspects

Type of amplification (hearing
aid, cochlear implant and/or FM
system)

Expectations of schooling

Educational programming
(bilingual, immersion)

Home language
Language support program
L1 & L2
Language proficiency level

Literacy levels (reading and
writing)
Provision of early intervention
services
Support from family

Characteristics or aspects that are influencers of diversity of students who are only
DHH include: type and degree of hearing loss, age of onset, age of amplification, early
intervention, and level of support from family. The method, or mode of communication
(spoken or signed language) and the type of amplification (hearing aid, cochlear implant,
and/or FM system) the student who is DHH uses also plays a major role in education
(Leigh, 2008; Spencer & Marschark, 2010). Students who are EL are also a diverse
population (Cloud, Genesee, & Hamayan, 2009). English Learners typically enter
schools with a wide range of languages, educational backgrounds, ages, and

12
socioeconomic statuses (Boyson & Short, 2003). To further add to the diversity, many
ELs were born in the United States after their families emigrated from other countries,
and many of them were relocated from refugee camps to the United States (Samway &
McKeon, 2007). Some of the influencers of diversity noted for students who are EL
include: level of English proficiency upon entering into school; prior learning and
training; prior schooling; grade level; family background; and literacy practices and
environment at home.
The combination of influencers of diversity for students who are DHH and
students who are EL impact the education and learning of students who are DHH EL and
make instructional practices unique and challenging. As noted previously, Becker and
Bowen (2015) conducted a study on the perspectives of service providers on the
education of students who are DHH EL. Eight service providers were interviewed to
examine the issues and challenges faced when educating this population of students.
Participants reported that the issues and challenges stemmed from characteristics, or
influencers of diversity, of their students, which impact their education, such as no prior
schooling and differences in languages between home and school. Due to the
combination of diverse characteristics, students who are DHH EL have unique needs in
the areas of communication, academics, and culture that impact their education. The area
of communication appeared to have the greatest impact on their learning.
Challenges in the Education of
Students Who are Deaf/Hard of
Hearing English Learners
As noted previously, the influencers of diversity greatly impact instruction and
learning, which make educating students who are DHH EL unique and challenging.
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Placement and programming options also vary depending on various factors such as
mode of communication used and previous school experiences. Lack of research and
influencers of diversity which impact the cultural, academic, and communication needs
of students who are DHH EL contribute to challenges in education.
Challenges in Research
Information and research for education of students who are DHH EL is limited
(Cannon et al., 2010; Cannon & Guardino, 2012; Guardino et al., 2014). A tremendous
need exists to conduct research to identify not only evidence-based practices for this
population, but also to explore language development. Limited research exists not only
for students who are DHH EL, but also for students who are DHH overall. One reason
for the paucity of research in the field of deaf or hard of hearing is that it is a challenge to
conduct research to determine evidence-based practices. Luckner (2006) identified four
primary challenges. First, with hearing loss being a low-incidence disability, there are
significantly fewer students who are DHH compared to students who have high-incidence
disabilities. In addition to being a low-incidence disability, it is difficult to conduct
studies due to the nature of the disability and the widespread geographic dispersion.
Research studies using large sample sizes and random assignment to form treatment and
control groups are not possible due to the low numbers of students. A third challenge is
that educational practices in the field of deaf education have often been based on opinion,
rather than investigation. Finally, the lack of time and expenses for the professionals in
the field that have both the background in deaf education and the research knowledge is a
challenge.
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The difficulties with conducting research, especially with DHH being a lowincidence population and the nature of the disability and widespread geography, add to
the challenges in the education of students who are DHH EL. The lack of research and
the challenges in conducting research to determine evidence based practices requires
educators to explore the education of students who are DHH EL with a deeper look into
research and education in other fields.
Challenges in the education of students who are deaf/hard of hearing English
learners. In the study conducted by Becker and Bowen (2015) on the perspectives of
service providers in the education of students who are DHH EL, the participants reported
various challenges in the education of students who are DHH ELs. The challenges
stemming from the influencers of diversity discussed previously impacted the education
in three main areas: (a) cultural, (b) academics, and (c) communication. Those
challenges, the needs of the students, and how the participants met the cultural,
communication, and academic needs are discussed.
The challenges in culture reported by participants for students who are DHH EL
reflected the many layers and aspects of this complex subject. One participant described
it as a subculture within a subculture. The question arose as to which culture takes
precedence. Participants met the cultural needs of the students by celebrating the various
aspects of the students’ culture, such as the culture of the family or the Deaf culture.
They not only learned about the cultural needs of their students, but also helped the
students learn about and share their own cultures.
The challenges in academics included having students with little to no prior
schooling as well as teaching a group of students functioning at various academic levels
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within the same class. Participants reported meeting the academic needs through
providing differentiated instruction, pre-teaching vocabulary, providing visual supports,
and peer teaching. In regard to academic needs, participants reported a lack of resources
and curriculum available for the education of students who are DHH EL.
The challenges in communication for DHH EL students included students who
ranged from monolingual to trilingual, lack of proficiency in a dominant language, and
difficulties with communication between school and home. Participants reported meeting
the communication needs through supporting and developing the language used at school
through English and/or American Sign language (ASL). Direct instruction was modified
and used to develop specific language skills such as grammar and verb usage. Service
providers collaborated with the EL teachers using curriculum to develop students’
English skills. Participants reported meeting the communication needs between home
and school through collaboration with agencies and interpreters. Out of the three areas,
participants stated that communication appeared to have the greatest impact for students
who are DHH EL. This is due to the complexity of use and development of language and
communication and that language and communication lay a foundation for academic
learning.
Complexities exist in the education of students who are DHH EL based on the
rapid growth of the population, the influencers of diversity, and the challenges in research
and instruction. This second section examines the literature on instructional strategies for
ELD, academic content, and literacy. Since language and communication play such an
integral part in learning, it is important to examine these three areas as a foundation for
this case study on the communication and language skills of students who are DHH EL.
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Instructional Practices Reported in the Literature
Due to the limited research and challenges in conducting research with students
who are DHH EL, a need exists to examine the literature and research on the education of
students who are DHH EL. As in this case, where there is virtually no research for
educating students who are DHH EL, this literature review will look beyond and examine
the literature and research focused on students who are DHH and at the literature and
research on students who are EL. Language skills affect not only communication, but
also academic growth. Therefore, this literature review will also address instructional
practices for academic content as well as ELD and literacy.
Databases as well as resources such as the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC)
provided information on research. The WWC is a resource for informed education
decision making for researchers, educators, and policy makers. What Works
Clearinghouse reviews and identifies studies that provide credible and reliable evidence
of the effectiveness of a given practice, program, or policy. A systematic review process
is used to identify and summarize high-quality research. The core of the systematic
review process is the assessment of individual studies. Each study receives a rating of:
Meets Evidence Standards without Reservations, Meets Evidence Standards with
Reservations, or Does Not Meet Evidence Standards. The findings from studies meeting
standards are used to evaluate the effectiveness of an intervention. Ratings of
effectiveness range from no discernable effects, mixed effects, potentially positive
effects, to positive effects. Various topics, interventions, and outcomes in education are
reviewed, summarized, and presented on the WWC website. On the topic of education
for ELs, 11 interventions with ELs were reviewed and listed on the WWC website under
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the Find What Works section. The outcome domains from these interventions were either
focused on English language development or reading achievement. A list of
interventions with potentially positive effects for students who are EL is provided in
Table 2.
Table 2
What Works Clearinghouse: Interventions for English Learners

Effects

English Language
Development

Reading
Achievement

Positive

Peer tutoring and response
groups.

Potentially
positive

Arthur (a book-based
educational television
program)

Bilingual cooperative integrated
reading and compositions
(BCIRC)

Bilingual cooperative
integrated reading and
compositions (BCIRC)

Enhanced proactive reading
Instructional conversations and
literature logs

Fast for Word language
Peer-assisted learning strategies
Instructional conversations
and literature logs
Read Well
Vocabulary improvement
program for English
language learners and their
classmates (VIP)

Reading mastery
Vocabulary improvement
program for English language
learners and their classmates
(VIP)

This next section takes a deeper look into the research and literature on
instructional practices for ELs in ELD and academic content and then research on literacy
for students who are DHH EL. First, I examine linguistic needs with a focus on ELD
strategies. Next, academic content needs will be examined. Most of the research has
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been conducted in the area of literacy. Therefore, a major part of the review focuses on
the research on literacy for students who are DHH EL as well as for students who are
DHH and for students who are EL.
Instructional Practices for
English Learners
Limited data to establish evidence-based practices not only affects instruction for
students who are DHH, but also instruction of students who are ELs. In an effort to
examine effective instructional practices for teaching ELs, Gersten and Baker (2000)
conducted a qualitative multivocal synthesis to investigate the knowledge base of
effective instruction for ELs in elementary and middle school grades. A multivocal
synthesis uses rigorous qualitative procedures to evaluate the methods and results of a
given set of documents (Ogawa & Malen, 1991). The researchers used the approach of a
multivocal synthesis due to a variety of perspectives and limited empirical data on
effective instructional practices for ELs. The purpose of this synthesis was to gain a
sense of what practitioners and researchers saw as productive and promising practices. In
addition, the synthesis provided an opportunity to understand recurrent problems in
instruction and to learn the terms practitioners used to describe current practices.
The authors conducted five professional work group sessions across several
regions of the country, conducted a literature search, and supplemented the literature
search with a review of relevant documents. The professional work groups consisted of
practitioners and researchers in the field of teaching ELs. The literature search examined
experimental and descriptive studies of effective instruction for ELs. The search focused
on studies between 1985 and 1997 on EL in grades K through 8, which had some type of
classroom observation where the learning environment demonstrated potential benefits to
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ELs. The multivocal synthesis included 9 intervention studies and 15 descriptive studies.
A review of relevant documents, such as instructional guidelines and curriculum
frameworks, supplemented the literature search. The authors analyzed the data using
major principles used in multivocal synthesis. The major principles included: (a)
significant input from practitioners, (b) triangulation across data sources, (c) constantcomparison to develop and refine interpretation, (d) conscious juxtaposition of disparate
studies, (e) open to rival hypothesis, and (f) reciprocal translation. Three themes emerged
from the data analysis: (a) merging ELD with content-area learning; (b) relationship
between promising approaches and the knowledge base on effective teaching; and (c)
confusion, tensions, and assumptions about oral language.
These themes are furthered explored in the following sections on ELD and
academic content instruction. However, before getting into the specific areas, a need to
clarify thoughts on ELD and academic content instruction exists. For the purpose of
organization and to assist understanding of the individual goals of each area, ELD and
academic content instruction are separated. However, instruction in ELD and academic
content are often merged together and may utilize similar instructional strategies. As in
Sheltered instruction, students learn English through content instruction.
The final theme in the multivocal synthesis conducted by Gersten and Baker
(2000) is the issue of confusion, tensions, and assumptions about oral language in
academic instruction. In the discussions as well as in studies, there appeared to be
confusion between language learning and content area learning, specifically articulating
when language is the primary goal or when cognitive or academic growth is the primary
goal. These are two distinct goals, and researchers and educators need to be clear about
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the distinction between the two as interventions are implemented and researched. With
the need to be clear about the distinct goals, the purpose and literature for both ELD and
academic content instruction is discussed below, followed by a section on literacy
instruction.
English Language Development
The goal of ELD is to promote the development of either oral or written English
skills and abilities (Gersten & Baker, 2000). Gersten and Baker (2000) recommended
that an effective ELD program should include three components: (a) focus on
development of proficiency and fluency in English; (b) high quality instruction on the
more formal, grammatical aspects of English use; and (c) focus on learning new
academic content, which is where the content acquisition would merge with English
acquisition.
ELD focuses on four domains: (a) listening, (b) speaking, (c) reading, and (d)
writing. Even though this discussion is on ELD from the perspectives of teaching ELs,
the domains of listening and speaking could also be interpreted as expressive and
receptive communication through ASL for students who are DHH EL using that mode of
communication. Within those four domains, language proficiency levels guide
instruction. Language proficiency levels are discussed in further detail in the final
section of this literature review. The goal of ELD is to promote and develop language
proficiency in the areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. To reach that goal,
different approaches exist.
Different approaches exist for ELD (Goldenberg & Coleman, 2010). One
approach is the natural approach (Krashen & Terrell, 1983). The natural approach
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emphasizes communication and conversation. This approach is based on the assumption
that a second language is learned in the same way that a first language is learned.
Language is learned not by studying it or being directly taught, but by meaningful
interactions. Another approach is that of direct instruction. The goal of direct instruction
is to teach targeted skills as efficiently and directly as possible (Goldenberg & Coleman,
2010). Direct instruction includes the use and practice of specific aspects of language
such as vocabulary, verb forms, and grammar. Goldenberg and Coleman (2010)
suggested that the different approaches may have different instructional purposes and can
complement each other. They felt that effective second language instruction uses
combinations of both explicit teaching with ample opportunities to use the second
language in meaningful ways.
In addition to the natural approach and direct instruction, another approach for
teaching ELD is sheltered instruction. Sheltered instruction, also referred to as sheltered
English, is a way to teach English through content subjects. The techniques used in
sheltered English can help make instruction more comprehensible and understandable
(Echevarria & Graves, 2015; Klingner & Soltero-Gonzalez, 2009). Through Sheltered
instruction, ELs access the general education curriculum as well as develop their English
language skills. One example of sheltered English is the sheltered instruction observation
protocol (SIOP) (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short; 2008). Sheltered instruction observation
protocol is a framework for planning and delivering instruction for ELs in content areas.
Instructional strategies address the academic and linguistic needs of ELs and cover eight
aspects of lesson design and delivery: (a) lesson preparation, (b) building background, (c)
comprehensible input, (d) strategies, (e) interaction, (f) practice and application, (g)
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lesson delivery, and (h) review and assessment. It is commonly used and recommended
as an approach for teaching ELs (Echevarria & Graves, 2015).
English language development can be merged with content learning through
sheltered instruction. However, the goals need to be very clear and distinct. In the
multivocal synthesis conducted by Gersten and Baker (2000), within the theme of
merging ELD with content learning, concerns were raised by the members of the
professional work groups of inadequate time for English language development within
sheltered instruction. It was felt that sheltered instruction, focusing on building academic
language in the content areas, leads to sacrifices in learning English. Gersten and Baker
recommended that language learning and content learning be viewed as distinct
educational goals and that those goals be clear and precise.
Academic Content Instruction
Content instruction can merge with English development instruction. However,
the goals need to be very clear. The goal of academic content instruction is to teach
subject matter. Eliminating the confusion between content learning and language
learning, instructional strategies can be purposefully selected to meet the needs of
students. Examining the theme of a relationship between promising approaches and the
knowledge base on effective teaching in Gersten and Baker’s (2000) multivocal
synthesis, the data analysis supports the use of specific instructional strategies and
instructional variables. Specific instructional strategies identified were preteaching
vocabulary, building background knowledge, and providing explicit instruction and
guided practice in math problem solving. Gersten and Baker identified potential critical
components for instruction for ELs: (a) building and using vocabulary as a curricular
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anchor, (b) using visuals to reinforce concepts and vocabulary, (c) implementing
cooperative learning and peer-tutoring strategies, (d) using native language strategically,
and (e) modulating of cognitive and language demands. Even though supported with
limited research evidence, these instructional strategies and components support
principles of best practice.
These critical components for instruction for ELs also reflect scaffolding.
Scaffolding is a way of interacting and providing temporary support that assists in
learning (Gibbons, 2002; Walqui, 2008). Scaffolding is based on the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD) developed by Vygostky. Walqui (2008) delineates six types of
scaffolding. The six types of scaffolding are: (a) modeling, (b) bridging, (c)
metacognition, (d) schema building, (e) contextualization, and (f) text representation.
Instructional strategies recommended for academic content learning such as preteaching
and building background knowledge fit within the six types of scaffolding and are
strategies that assist in learning and can be used to support students who are EL.
Academic content instruction needs to be purposeful with specific goals, and
instructional strategies to meet those goals. Specific instructional strategies identified for
academic content instruction were preteaching vocabulary, building background
knowledge, and providing explicit instruction and guided practice in math problem
solving. The use of scaffolding, based on ZPD, is a way to promote content learning for
students who are EL.
Literacy Instruction
The limited research that does exist focused mainly on literacy instruction. The
intervention studies, synthetic review, and meta-analysis of the literature on the research
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in literacy seek to established evidence based research for literacy instruction. The
paragraphs that follow summarize the findings of those studies and reviews.
Literacy research for deaf/hard of hearing English learners. Two intervention
studies utilizing a multiple-baseline design were conducted in the area of literacy for
students who are DHH EL (Cannon et al., 2010; Guardino et al., 2014). Cannon et al.
(2010) conducted a multiple-baseline design (ABC) across three sets of five vocabulary
words. The study investigated literacy using storybook reading in ASL with DHH ELs.
Four participants, ages 10-12, with severe-to-profound hearing loss, who had recently
immigrated to the United States, participated in the study. Each participant exhibited
reading achievement at an emergent level. The authors attempted to answer the research
question, What effect does watching DVDs of math expository books, as read through
ASL, have on the receptive and expressive vocabulary of participants who are DHH ELs?
Participants were exposed to DVD math expository books that were signed in
ASL in order to promote and develop vocabulary during a 6-week study. The study used
three separate DVDs, each containing 5 targeted vocabulary words for a total of 15
vocabulary words. The first phase of the intervention included three repeated viewings of
the DVD storybook presented in ASL. In the second phase, vocabulary words where pretaught, followed by three repeated viewings of the DVD. Results indicated that the
DVD’s alone were less effective for increasing vocabulary than when accompanied with
preteaching of the target vocabulary words.
Guardino et al. (2014) conducted a replication study of the original study by
Cannon et al. (2010). In order to build an evidence-base, successful strategies must be
examined across multiple researchers, sites, and participants. The use of replication
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research of existing best-practice strategies is imperative in order to build evidence-based
practices for students who are DHH ELs. The researchers used a multiple-baseline
design (ABC) across three sets of five vocabulary words with at least three data points
per phase using mastery criteria to advance between phases and tiers. The participants
included five students, ages 14 through 22, with severe to profound hearing loss. The
researchers followed the procedures of the original study, with the exclusion of the
repeated viewings without preteaching plus two additional features: a maintenance phase
and a parent participation component. The findings from this study were similar to the
study by Cannon et al. (2010). Results indicated that after three sessions of preteaching
and viewing the DVD, the majority of participants signed correctly 90% to 100% of the
targeted vocabulary.
Literacy research for English language learners who have a disability.
Cannon and Guardino (2012) conducted a synthetic review of the literature on evidencebased literacy strategies and best practices used with both EL students with disabilities
and DHH ELs. The authors synthesized the existing literature on evidence-based literacy
strategies and best practices used with both EL students who have disabilities and DHH
ELs. Inclusion criteria consisted of intervention studies with school-age students from
2000 to 2010 that met the six criteria of scientifically based research (No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001, 2002). The identified studies were categorized based on the federal
criteria of research standards (IDEA, 2004) as well as components of an effective literacy
program (August & Shanahan, 2006; National Reading Panel, 2000). The studies were
then reviewed in the following order: (1) evidence-based research with EL students who
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have disabilities; (2) evidence-based research with DHH ELs; (3) best practices used with
EL students who have disabilities; and (4) best practices used with DHH ELs.
Evidence-based research with EL students who have disabilities is limited. Based
on the criteria, Cannon et al. (2010) identified only four intervention studies in literacy.
Lovett et al. (2008) conducted a study to determine the impact of three intensive reading
programs on participants’ phonological decoding and word identification skills. The
participants were 76 ELs and 90 native English speakers between the ages of 6 and 13
who met the criteria for having a reading/learning disability. The participants were
randomly divided into either treatment or control groups. The researchers implemented a
phonologically based reading program with four groups of students over the course of
four years (one group per year). Each participant was assessed four times, using a battery
of experimental and standardized tests to track reading achievement. Participants in all
intervention groups made significant gains in word attack, word identification, and
decoding skills.
Denton, Wexler, Vaughn, and Bryan (2008) conducted a study on the
effectiveness of a reading intervention, which included vocabulary, fluency, and
comprehension components on literacy development. Thirty-eight students in grades 6-8
participated in the study. Most of the students were ELLs identified with disabilities. All
students received remedial and/or special education. The participants had severe reading
difficulties in word reading, reading fluency, and reading comprehension. The
intervention group consisted of 20 participants, and the control group consisted of 18
participants. The intervention group received 40-minute sessions of decoding instruction
and fluency instruction of repeated readings over the course of 13 weeks. Assessments
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included pre- and post-testing of receptive vocabulary, reading comprehension, word
identification, spelling, sight word efficiency, and fluency. Results showed a significant
gain for only sight word efficiency.
Tam, Heward, and Heng (2006) conducted a single-subject multiple baseline
across students design study to evaluate the effects of a reading intervention program.
This reading program included three critical components that have been shown to be
lacking with EL students with LD: (a) vocabulary instruction, (b) error correction, and (c)
repeated readings. The participants included five EL students ranging in age 9 to 11 in
grades 3-5. Two participants had a learning disability (LD). The intervention sessions
were conducted as one-on-one sessions of 35 minutes of daily reading of narrative.
Results showed that all five participants improved in oral reading rates and reading
comprehension. These results suggest that vocabulary instruction and error correction
helped increase the number of words read correctly.
The fourth intervention study identified as meeting the criteria for the synthesis
was an implementation of a peer-assisted learning strategy (PALS). Saenz, Fuchs, and
Fuchs (2005) conducted a study to determine if the PALS program would increase
reading comprehension. The PALS program forms peer-tutoring pairs by matching lowaverage and high-achieving participants together. The peer tutoring pairs tutored each
other three times a week for 15 weeks. Each session included partner reading, story
retell, paragraph shrinking, and prediction. The treatment group consisted of six
classrooms in the 3rd through 6th grades of 119 EL students with and without LD. Three
additional EL classrooms served as the control group. Progress was measured through
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pre- and post-tests using the Comprehensive Reading Assessment Battery (CRAB).
Results indicated that the intervention groups made increases in reading comprehension.
Literacy research for deaf/hard of hearing. The synthetic review of the
literature (Cannon & Guardino, 2012) demonstrated a paucity of research to establish
evidence-based instruction in literacy for students for DHH EL and also for students who
are EL with disabilities. This lack of research in literacy is also evident for students who
are DHH. Luckner, Sebald, Cooney, and Muir (2005/2006) conducted a meta-analysis of
the literature of literacy research in the field of deaf education. The researchers searched
through 40 years of peer-reviewed journal articles. The selection criteria for this metaanalysis were: (a) the study had to have been published in a peer-reviewed journal
between 1963 and 2003; (b) study participants had to have been identified as students
who were deaf or hard of hearing; (c) the study sample had to have consisted of children
and youth between ages 3 and 21 years; (d) studies had to have provided the necessary
statistical information for the estimation of effect sizes; and (e) studies had to have
incorporated a control group. Out of the 964 articles that were related to literacy and
deafness, only 22 articles fit the criteria for inclusion in the meta-analysis. The authors
found that no two studies examined the same dimensions of literacy and that there were
no replications of previously conducted studies.
The authors found limited data to establish evidence-based practices (Luckner et.
al., 2005/2006). Examination of the studies with large effect sizes in the meta-analysis
suggest the importance of promising elements of a reading program such as: (a) rehearsal,
(b) explicit vocabulary instruction and practice with short passages, (c) high-interest
literature, (d) instruction in the grammatical principles of ASL and how to translate ASL
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into written English, (e) use of captions, (f) use of simple stories and word recognition
practice with young readers, and (g) direct teaching of sight words and teaching of
morphological rules. Even with limited data to establish evidence-based practices, it is
important to keep in mind these promising elements of a reading program for students
who are DHH.
The research that does exist for students who are DHH EL focused on literacy
instruction. Studies on literacy for students who are EL with disabilities and on literacy
for students who are DHH were reviewed. This next section discusses literature on
language acquisition and development.
Language Acquisition and Development
This literature review defined and described students who are DHH EL as well as
discussed the challenges in research and instruction. The second section reviewed and
examined instructional practices in the literature with students who are EL, with students
who are DHH and with students who are DHH EL. Instructional practices focused on
English language development, academic content learning, and literacy instruction. The
present case study sought to examine the language learning of students who are DHH EL
and the language learning of students who are EL. The final section of this literature
review focuses on the theories and research in second language acquisition. Information
from this literature review lays a foundation for how the language and communication of
the participants were examined. This section includes a review of the theoretical
perspectives of second language acquisition, the differences and similarities of the first
language (L1) and the second language (L2), language proficiency, and finally, guiding
principles of language development.
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Theoretical Perspectives on Second
Language Acquisition
Second language acquisition (SLA) is “the process of learning a second language”
(Grassi & Barker, 2010, p. 357). The next few paragraphs will discuss theoretical
perspectives on SLA. First, operational definitions of language and communication are
warranted. What is language? Language is defined as “the system of words or signs that
people use to express thought and feelings to each other” or “any one of the systems of
human language that are used and understood by a particular group of people” (Merriam
Webster Dictionary, 2015). Communication is defined as “the act or process of using
words, sounds, signs, or behaviors to express or exchange information or to express your
ideas, thoughts, feelings, etc. to someone else” (Merriam Webster Dictionary, 2015).
Various definitions of language exist based on underlying theories and beliefs.
Three main categories of conceptualization of language are a view of language as (a)
biological endowed human faculty, (b) patterns of structure, and (c) social practice
(Mitchell, Myles, & Marsden, 2013). These viewpoints and the second language
theories that emerged are described in the following paragraphs.
The first category of conceptualization of language is the view of language as a
biological endowed human faculty. Early language theories were based on behaviorism
(Chomsky, 1959; Skinner, 1957). Chomsky (1959) argued that children have an innate
faculty for language. According to Chomsky, children do not merely imitate language
around them, but generate novel sentences and rules. Although Chomsky did not study
how people acquire a second language, other linguists applied his theories to second
language issues. Out of this behaviorism mindset, the universal grammar approach was
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developed. Universal grammar (UG) attempts to characterize the underlying linguistic
knowledge in the second language learners’ minds.
The second conceptualization of language is the view of language as patterns and
structure. Early formal theories defined language as forms to be learned. The goal is to
produce grammatically correct sentences. The approaches based on these theories
include grammar-translation and audio-lingualism. Cognitive and functional theories
emerged from this view of language.
Cognitive theories in second language development began in the mid 1980s.
With this perspective, language is defined as underlying grammatical competence.
Successful students receive adequate input and acquire cognitive rules and strategies.
Approaches include the natural approach (Krashen & Terrell, 1983) with an emphasis on
learning to employ cognitive strategies.
In addition to cognitive theories, functional theories emerged. In functional
theories, language is defined as a tool individuals use to carry out specific acts (functions)
in particular social contexts. The goal is to use language appropriate to specific context
in which interactions occur. Methods and approaches based on functional theories
include: (a) English for specific purpose, (b) communicative language teaching, and (c)
systematic functional linguistic approaches (Valdés, Kibler, & Walqui, 2014).
The third category of conceptualization of language is the view of language as a
social structure. Lantolf and Aljaafreh (1995) first used a sociocultural framework for
second language acquisition based on Vygotsky. Based on sociocultural theories,
language is defined as dialogical and learned through participation. With sociocultural
approaches in second language acquisition, the emphasis is on integrated conceptual,
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academic, and linguistic development and activities that includes scaffolding (Valdés et
al., 2014). The goal is to internalize language through participation in activities with
teachers and peers.
First Language and Second
Language
Second language acquisition involves a complex set of skills (Grassi & Barker,
2010). This complexity includes the interplay between the first language, or home
language, (L1) and the second language (L2), or the target language. Cummins (1981)
hypothesized that the acquisition of the first language and the second language are
interrelated. Students can acquire higher levels of proficiency in the second language
when they have a strong first language. In particular, the literacy skills in the first
language can transfer to the learning of the second language. Proficiency in the first
language can benefit the second language; however, there are so many other factors that
contribute to the acquisition of the L2 (Grassi & Barker, 2010). These factors are some
of the influencers of diversity, which were discussed in the first section of this literature
review.
In SLA, it is important to discuss what is referred to as “interlanguage.”
Interlanguage is a term coined by Selinker (1972), which is used to describe the language
a student uses when moving from his or her first language (L1) to proficiency in the
second language (L2). Errors in interlanguage often occur as students develop
proficiency in the second language (Brown, 2007; Selinker & Gass, 2008). Errors
include interlingual transfer errors such as transferring grammatical patterns, vocabulary,
and phonology from the first language to the second language. In addition,
overgeneralization or transferring learned rules in the first language to similar
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grammatical situations in the second language also occur. Other errors include an
incorrect hypothesis about the language. With these errors, students may receive
incorrect information about a grammar point or a vocabulary word or may incorrectly use
a phrase. Another type of error is a developmental error, the language errors similar to
young children in the development of their first language. The use of interlanguage and
the errors that occur are part of the normal process of acquiring a second language.
During the interlanguage phase, backsliding and U-shaped learning (Brown,
2007; Selinker & Gass, 2008) also occur. During this phase, students may produce
inconsistent language forms. Backsliding is a phenomenon where students move two
steps forward and one step back. Students restructure their existing knowledge to reflect
the new learning. This restructuring can lead to U-shaped learning. In U-shaped
learning, the student goes through three phases. In the first phase the student uses the
correct grammatical form. In the second phase the student uses an incorrect form. The
correct form is used once again in the third phase.
Translanguaging is defined as “the process of making meaning, shaping
experiences, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages
(Baker, 2011, p. 288). The term translanguaging is used to describe the interplay between
L1 and L2 and the complexity of skills required. In SLA, the home language can serve as
a resource for learning (Stille, Bethke, Bradley-Brown, Giberson, & Hall, 2016). Pacheo
and Miller (2015) encourage the use of translanguaging pedagogies so students are able
to benefit from all of the linguistic resources available to them, rather than the use of a
single language. Translanguaging helps students develop English and make meaning of
the world (Lewis, Jones, & Baker, 2012; Pacheco & Miller, 2015; Stille et al., 2016).
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Language Proficiency
As stated earlier, the goal of ELD is to promote the development of either oral or
written English skills and abilities (Gersten & Baker, 2000). The desired outcome is for
students to attain proficiency in the targeted language (L2). What constitutes “language
proficiency?” The U.S. Department of Education (2006) defines language proficiency as
“the degree to which the student exhibits control over the use of language, including the
measurement of expressive and receptive language skills in the areas of phonology,
various domains or social circumstances (Grassi & Barker, p. 77). In the school context,
language proficiency is measured based on student performances on language
assessments or academic achievement tests. In addition, with the education of students
who are DHH, language samples are used to determine the proficiency of the students’
language, either spoken and/or signed communication.
Several theories of language proficiency exist. Two theories of language
proficiency provide guidelines in evaluating language proficiency (Canale & Swain,
1980; Cummins, 1981). Cummins’ (1981) basic interpersonal communication skills
(BICS) and cognitive academic language proficiency skills (CALPS) look at the social
and academic aspects of language proficiency: (a) BICS is the social language and the
language students acquire when speaking informally with peers and others; and (b)
CALPS is the academic language, the language of school and its academic subjects.
Canale and Swain (1980) developed a four-part model of communicative competence.
This model includes competence in the following areas: (a) grammatical competence, (b)
discourse competence, (c) sociolinguistic competence, and (d) strategic competence.
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When students do not have BICS or CALPS, this model looks closely at what language
the student does have.
The World Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) is a consortium
developed to advance academic language development and academic achievement for
linguistically diverse students (WIDA, 2010a). The consortium provides assessment,
research, and professional development for educators. It established six levels of
proficiency ranging from entering to reaching. Level one, entering, and level two,
beginning, are the equivalent to students who are non-English proficient (NEP). Level
three, developing, and level four, expanding, are equivalent to students who are limited
English proficient (LEP). Students who are considered fluent English proficient (FEP)
are at language proficiency levels of bridging and reaching. The goal is to promote and
develop language proficiency in the areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing.
Guiding Principles of Language
Development
With this goal in mind, WIDA established guiding principles of language
development, which serve as the cornerstone of the consortium (Appendix A). These
guiding principles along with the understanding of theoretical perspectives and second
language acquisition lay the foundation for this case study on the language and of
students who are DHH EL.
Linguistically Responsive Teaching
The review of literature as it relates to English learning for students who are DHH
EL and students who are EL would not be complete without reference to linguistically
responsive teaching (LRT, Lucas & Villegas & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008; Lucas &
Villegas, 2013; Pizzo, 2016). Similar to culturally responsive teaching (CRT), LRT is
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important when teaching students who are culturally diverse (Cannon & Luckner, 2016;
Gay, 2010; Hammond, 2015). Guardino and Cannon (2016) stated that, “LRT requires
that teachers understand second-language acquisition as well as students’ backgrounds in
order to carefully scaffold learning” (p. 108). In order to effectively educate students who
are CLD, teachers need to have a broad range of knowledge and skills. This includes
specialized expertise in second language acquisition, familiarity with students’
linguistically and academic backgrounds, understanding the language demands of the
tasks and utilizing appropriate scaffolding (Lucas et al., 2008).
Summary
The population of students who are DHH EL is a diverse group of students with
unique characteristics and needs. Influencers of diversity contribute to the unique
characteristics and needs of students who are DHH EL. Those unique characteristics and
needs greatly impact education and instructional practices. As the population of students
who are EL increases and the population of students who are DHH EL is impacted, a
closer look into language learning as well as strategies used in English language
development is warranted.
The literature is virtually nonexistent in relation to the education of students who
are DHH EL. A few articles discuss the topic (Cannon & Guardino, 2012; Cannon,
Guardino, & Gallimore, 2016; Gerner de Garcia, 1995; Paul, 2016; Storbeck, 2011). To
date, only a few published research studies exist (Ayantoye & Luckner, 2016; Baker &
Scott, 2016; Cannon et al., 2010; Guardino et al., 2014). Becker and Bowen (2015)
conducted a qualitative study in which the complexities of the education of students who
are DHH EL were explored. The area of language and communication for this
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population was a primary challenge identified by the participants. Presently no research
on the language and communication of students who are DHH EL exists.
Research for students who are DHH EL is imperative. There is a need to conduct
research that includes qualitative research such as descriptive case studies (Cannon &
Guardino, 2012; Guardino & Cannon, 2016) to gain a better understanding of the unique
characteristics and aspects of educating students who are DHH EL. This study is
significant and will contribute to the field of DHH as well as EL by providing insight into
language learning of students who are DHH EL and students who are EL as well as
identifying similarities and differences. The information gained from this qualitative
research will set a foundation for which additional research can be conducted.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction
The purpose of this qualitative multiple-case study was to investigate the English
learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL.
The following questions guided this research.
Research Questions
Q1

What are the similarities and differences in a sample of students who are
DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL? What curriculum and/or
instructional strategies are used?

Q2

How is the language of a sample of students who are DHH EL and the
language of a sample of students who are EL assessed and language
proficiency levels determined?

Q3

What are the reading levels of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a
sample of students who are EL?

These research study questions were examined not through the lens of a deficit,
but rather looking at the language skills the students have already acquired. The
understanding that language development is fluid, flexible, and ongoing also guided the
research and research questions. In this section, information is provided about the
theoretical frameworks that guided this research, the researcher stance, and the
methodology.
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Theoretical Framework
A theoretical perspective is “a way of looking at the world and making sense of
it” (Crotty, 1998, p, 8). Several theoretical frameworks guided this research. The overall
theoretical framework was that of social constructivism. Constructivism theorizes that
meaning is constructed by individuals, rather than discovered (Crotty, 1998). This study
speaks to constructing meaning in an ongoing, conscious, and social fashion by
examining the communication and language of a sample of students who are DHH EL.
In regards to language and language development, the theoretical framework was
that of SLA within the context of sociocultural theory. Vygotsky developed the basis of
sociocultural theory and has influenced many theorists and researchers. Some tenants of
the sociocultural learning theory include: (a) development follows learning (therefore,
teaching precedes learning); (b) participation in activity is central in the development of
knowledge; (c) participation in activity progresses from apprenticeship to appropriation,
or from the social to the individual plan; and (d) learning can be observed in participation
over time (Walqui, 2008).
Researcher Stance
We all smile in the same language
-Unknown
This study was initiated out of my interest and experiences, both as a teacher of
the Deaf (TOD) and as a teacher of students who are EL. I have a Bachelors of Science
and a Masters degree in Deaf education and am certified in Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse Education. I have taught for over 25 years in a variety of settings and contexts. I
am also a life-long learner. My desire to continue learning and exploring the language
and communication skills of students who are DHH EL in order to improve practice
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guided this research. With qualitative research, the researcher is a primary instrument
and, therefore, throughout the process, the researchers’ subjectivity is integrated into the
study (Merriam, 2009). In order to realize my subjectivity, I reflected on the journey and
the experiences that have brought me to this time and to this study.
My journey started back in high school. During a summer break, I went on a
church-sponsored trip to Bogota, South America to work at a Deaf mission. It was there
that I developed a love and a passion for working with children who were deaf. At the
Deaf mission, I also had my first glimpse of how challenging learning a new language
and communicating in different languages could be. I quickly realized that the American
Sign Language (ASL) I had started learning before I went was not the same as the sign
language used at the Deaf mission. I made a few snafus such as when I signed, “How are
your children?” only to find out that the sign that I knew for children was the same sign
that they used for animals.
Part of my teaching experience was in Australia. I taught aboriginal students who
were DHH in the outback of Australia. For some of the students, English was their
second or third language. In addition, they were also learning several sign languages,
Auslan, the Australian sign language, as well as their particular aboriginal sign language.
I started learning and using Auslan. It took me four long years to finally get to a
proficient level of communicating in Auslan. When I returned to teach in the U.S., my
communication in signed language fluctuated between Auslan and ASL. It was
frustrating to know in my head what I wanted to express, but the ASL signs just weren’t
as fluent as they had been previously.
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Returning to the vignette at the beginning of this dissertation, sitting on the dry
dusty ground in the outback of Australia . . ., I felt that was a turning point where my
desire was to continue learning how I could be the best teacher and provide the
instruction that my student and future students needed to be successful in this world.
During the years I worked with aboriginal children who were DHH in the outback of
Australia, I gained knowledge and experience working with students who were English
learners. I searched the literature for resources and strategies to work with students who
were DHH EL and quickly realized they were virtually non-existent. I took courses and
learned about teaching English as a second language. Back in the United States, I taught
students who were DHH with a new appreciation for language and culture. Connecting
with other TODs, conversations centered on facing similar challenges with teaching
students who were DHH and also EL. I then took a position teaching students who were
EL. I gained experience teaching hearing students who were EL. I quickly realized that
the strategies I used with students who were DHH were similar to the strategies used for
teaching students who were EL. My journey led to where I am now, researching and
writing this dissertation in the hopes that this will impact the education of and ignite
future desires and research in the development of language development and assessment
of students who are DHH EL.
Methodology
Case Study
This research study used a multiple case study design with cross case comparisons
(Yin, 2009). Qualitative research provides “a systematic approach to understanding
qualities, or the essential nature, of a phenomenon within a particular context”
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(Brantlinger, Jimenez, Klingner, Pugach, & Richardson, 2005, p. 195). Creswell (2013)
defined case study research as:
A qualitative research approach in which the investigator explores a real-life,
contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over
time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of
information (e.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and documents
and reports) and reports a case description and case themes. (p. 97)
Yin (2009) provided a twofold definition of case study. The first part of the
definition deals with the scope of a case study, the second part relates to the
methodological characteristics, or the features of the case study. In the first part of the
definition, a case study is an empirical inquiry that “(a) investigates a contemporary
phenomenon (the ‘case’) in depth and within real-world context, when (b) the boundaries
between phenomenon and context may not be clearly evident” (p. 16). In the second part
of the definition, the features of a case study are that the inquiry:
(a) copes with the technically distinctive situation in which there will be many
more variables of interest than data points, and as a result, (b) relies on multiple
sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a triangulating fashion, and
as another result, (c) benefits from the prior development of theoretical
propositions to guide data and analysis. (p. 17)
With these definitions in mind, this study investigated the language learning of a
sample of students who are DHH EL and the language learning of a sample of students
who are EL within the real-world context. The use of case studies was chosen because
the boundaries and context may not be clearly evident. Because there may be more
variables of interests than just the data points, this research relied on multiple sources of
evidence and used theoretical propositions to guide the data collection and analysis. The
theoretical propositions that guided the data collection and analysis were those of social
constructivism and second language acquisition in the context of sociocultural theory.
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The development of case study research involves several steps. The first step is to
identify the case, the unit of analysis, or bounded system to be investigated. The second
step in case study research is to consider the type of case study that would best provide an
in-depth understanding of the case. The third step is to develop a case study protocol,
which involves decisions such as who to interview, what to observe, and which
documents to analyze. The following paragraphs will describe the steps that were taken
to develop this case study research.
The first step was to identify the case, the unit of analysis, or bounded system to
be investigated. The unit of analysis for this study was students who are DHH EL and
students who are EL. My goal was to provide an in-depth understanding of the language
learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and the language learning of a sample
of students who are EL.
The second step in case study research is to consider the type of case study that
would best provide an in-depth understanding of the case. Four basic types of designs of
case study exist: (a) single-case (holistic) designs; (b) single-case (imbedded) designs; (c)
multiple-case (holistic) designs; and (d) multiple-case (imbedded) designs. This study
used a multiple-case holistic design using cross comparison (Yin, 2009). This type of
design provides the opportunity to study multiple holistic cases of students who are DHH
EL as well as students who are EL. Given the challenges of conducting research with
this population as stated earlier (Luckner, 2006), this type of design provides the
opportunity to explore in detail the language learning of these populations.
Cross-case comparison is a process that uses the logic of replication (Yin, 2009).
With this process, the procedures for each individual case were replicated. Each
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participant provides a case study where data were collected, analysis conducted, and
conclusions made. Once each individual case study was reported, issues within each case
were identified and further analyzed and compared with the other individual case studies
to identify unique as well as common themes.
The third step is to decide whom to interview, what to observe, and which
artifacts and documents to analyze. This is accomplished through the development of a
case study protocol. The details for this third step are outlined in detail in the following
sections, which includes the participants, setting, data collection, and data analysis. A
section on the trustworthiness of the study will follow.
Participants
Eight participants, half who are students who are DHH EL and half who are only
EL were purposefully selected. The students were six females and two males. They
ranged from age 12 to age 19 (see Tables 3 and 4 for student demographics). Each
participant was considered his or her own case study and was based on the following
selection criteria:
1. Four students who are DHH EL:


Between the ages of 5-21



Identified as DHH and EL



Been in an educational setting at least one year



Served by a Teacher of the Deaf (TOD) and/or EL teacher



Mode of communication is oral and/or signed language.

2. Four students who are only EL:


Between the ages of 5-21
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Identified as EL only



Been in an educational setting at least one year



Serviced by an EL teacher

Four students who are DHH EL were identified and recruited for participation in the
study. For each student who was DHH EL, a participant who was EL was identified that
was similar based on influencers of diversity such cultural background, age and grade
level, and time within the program. Additional participants who supported the language
learning of the students included eight CLD teachers, two TODs and one audiologist.
Table 3
Students’ Demographics: DHH EL
Demographic
Information

May Le Aye

Maw

Malik

Sophie

Age

12 yrs.

14 yrs.

16 yrs.

19 yrs.

Gender

Female

Female

Male

Female

Grade

6th

8th

10th

12th

Hearing loss

Mild/moderate
conductive
hearing loss

Mild to severe
hearing loss
(“cookie bite”)

Moderate to
severe hearing
loss

Severe hearing
loss

Burmese

Karen

Kirundi

Spanish

Background

Asian

Asian

Black (not
Hispanic)

Hispanic

Language
proficiency
level

Non-English
proficient 2
(NEP2)

Limited English
proficient 4
(LEP4)

Non-English
proficient
(NEP)

Non-English
proficient 2
(NEP2)

Home language
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Table 4
Students’ Demographics: EL
Demographic
Information

Bae Meh

Eh Meh

Ayub

Eva

Age

13 yrs.

14 yrs.

17 yrs.

18 yrs.

Gender

Female

Female

Male

Female

Grade

7th

8th

9th

12th

Home language

Karenni

Karen

Somali

Spanish

Background

Asian

Asian

Black (not
Hispanic)

Hispanic

Language
proficiency level

Limited English
proficient 3
(LEP3)

Limited English
proficient 4
(LEP4)

Non-English
proficient 2
(NEP2)

Limited English
proficient 3
(LEP3)

Procedures
Gaining approval for the study wasn’t as clear cut as I had initially thought or
hoped for. I first sought approval from the University of Northern Colorado’s (UNC)
Institutional Review Board (IRB) (Appendix B) to conduct the research. I also submitted
a request for research following the school districts’ procedures. The final approval from
the IRB was dependent on the districts’ approval, and the final approval from the district
was contingent on the University’s IRB approval. After weeks of going back and forth, I
was finally able to secure permission. I then contacted key personnel for guidance on the
selection of participants. The key personnel were provided with the selection criteria for
possible participants. Participants were recruited through recommendations from school
administration, CLD teachers, and TODs. I met with the teachers to set up times to meet
with potential participants. Each potential participant was provided information on the
research as well as consent forms for teachers (Appendix C), parents (Appendix D) and
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student participants (see Appendix E). Information was translated into the parents’ home
language either in writing or communicated through an interpreter when a written
translation was not feasible. One set of consent forms were translated into Spanish (see
Appendix D). Another set of consent forms were translated into Somali (see Appendix
E).
Participants were informed of their right to refuse to participate and that they had
the option to discontinue at any time during the study if they wished to do so. Once all
assent and consent forms were signed, they were locked in a secure location.
Setting
This study took place in a medium-size school district in a western state. The
school district had a high percentage of minority students: Hispanic (64%), White (31%),
Asian and Pacific Islander (2%), African American (1%), Multi (1%), and Native
American (<1%). In addition, the school district had a high percentage of students with
low socioeconomic status, 60% of the student population received free or reduced-price
meals. Twenty-five percent of the students in the district were identified as EL.
The high percentage of minority students and the fact that 25% of the students
were identified as EL, many who were refugee students, indicated that diversity of
language is evident across the district. In the district, more than 60 different languages
are spoken. This includes languages such as Spanish, Karen, and Karenni.
Data Collection
Three methods were used to gather information and promote the trustworthiness
of the research findings: semi-structured interviews, direct observations, and artifact and
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document analysis. The next few paragraphs discuss in further detail the methods used
for data collection.
Interviews
Semi-structured interviews were conducted. One interview was conducted with
each student. Besides the student, additional semi-structured interviews were conducted
with the participants’ teacher. Two interviews were conducted with the students’
teacher(s). Each interview lasted approximately 30 minutes. Follow-up emails were sent
to clarify findings. As with semi-structured interviews in qualitative case studies, the
information gained from the first interview guided the questions on the second interview
(see Appendix H). The interviews were sent to a transcription service within 24 hours
with the exception of the two interviews that were video recorded which were transcribed
by myself.
Observations
Two direct observations were conducted for each of the case studies. Both
observations were conducted in the formal educational setting. Observations are
distinguished from other data collection methods in that they take place in the setting
where the phenomenon of interest naturally occurs (Merriam, 2009). I conducted the
observations as a non-participant/outside observer (Creswell, 2013). The observations
were approximately 45 minutes in length. The purpose of the observations was to
corroborate what was said during the interviews as well as to gain insight into the
language proficiency of the participants and how teachers developed and assessed
language. An observation protocol was developed prior to the observation and based on
information gained through interviews (see Appendix I).
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Documents and Artifacts
Documents and artifacts were used to gather information for each of the case
studies and to promote the trustworthiness of the research findings. Documents refer to a
“wide range of written, visual, digital, and physical material relevant to the study at
hand” (Merriam, 2009, p. 139). Artifacts refer to the objects in the environment that do
not represent some form of communication. This study looked at language levels as well
as the similarities and differences in curriculum and assessment of a sample of students
who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are students who are EL. Artifact and
document analysis included: data from the student’s file (home language survey, prior
schooling, assessments, grades, demographics, and home contact information), individual
educational plans (IEP), audiograms, student work, curriculum guides, and language and
reading assessments.
In addition to these artifacts and documents, the use of a research journal was part
of data collection. I used a research journal to clarify understandings and reflect on data
as I documented the procedures and processes through interviews, observations, and
gather information through documents and artifacts. The research journal consisted of
both digital and handwritten formats.
Data Analysis
Data collection and data analysis was interrelated and occurred simultaneously
following the process of data analysis suggested by Creswell (2013). With this process,
data analysis was viewed as an analytical spiral, rather than linear. The primary source
for data analysis included observations, interviews, and artifacts and documents. “Data
analysis is the process of making sense of all the data. . . . [I]t involves consolidating,
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reducing, and interpreting what people have said and what the researcher has seen and
read--it is the process of making meaning” (Merriam, 2009, pp. 175-176). With this
process of making meaning, all samples of data were examined and coded into clusters of
related concepts and ideas. A constant comparative method was used to compare and
sort data. I reviewed and organized all data as collected. To code the data, I read through
each transcript numerous times, making notes in various ways. During one of the
readings, I wrote key words and comments in the margins. During another reading, I
highlighted key concepts and ideas in different colors. In addition, I printed out clean
copies of the transcripts and cut up the participants’ responses into strips and then sorted
them into ideas and concepts. The data was then examined for themes. The end goal of
the data analysis was to answer the research questions.
Within-case analysis and cross-case analysis were utilized to analyze the data. As
stated earlier, each individual case study was analyzed as its own case study. I then
analyzed the data from the students who are DHH EL to identify similarities and
differences and then analyzed the data from the students who are EL to identify
similarities and differences. Following the within-case analysis, a cross-case analysis
was conducted across the case studies to examine unique as well as common themes.
Trustworthiness
Trustworthiness and reliability are terms used in qualitative studies (Creswell,
2013). Trustworthiness, or validity, means that the researcher employs certain
procedures to check for the accuracy of the findings. Reliability is demonstrated through
procedures to indicate that the approach is consistent across different researchers and
different projects (Creswell, 2013). The trustworthiness of this study was established
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through triangulation, member checks, peer review, and reflexivity. Data triangulation
occurred through observations, interviews, artifact analysis, and a research journal.
Procedures to establish reliability included developing a case study protocol as well as a
chain of evidence or audit trail so that outside researchers could trace the steps of the
research (Yin, 2009).
Triangulation
Triangulation uses multiple methods and multiple sources of data to confirm
emerging findings. This leads to case study conclusions that are more convincing and
accurate (Yin, 2009). Data triangulation occurred through observations, interviews,
artifact analysis, and research journal.
Member Checks
I conducted member checks to enhance the trustworthiness of this study. Member
checks are the process of taking data and/or findings back to the participants (Merriam,
2009). This provided an opportunity for participants to review and clarify their
responses.
Peer Review
In addition, I utilized colleagues to conduct a peer review of the data (Merriam,
2009). One colleague examined the data and the findings to make sure that the findings
corresponded with the interpretations. I met with another colleague who reviewed the
data and the findings and reflected on the interpretations. In addition, I reviewed the
recorded interviews and transcriptions to ensure that the interviews and the transcriptions
matched.
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Audit Trail
The purpose of an audit trail is to make it possible for the study to be replicated
(Yin, 2009). An audit trail is a detailed description of how the researcher collects data,
how the data is analyzed, and how decisions are made during the course of the study. I
provided a detailed description of how the interviews were conducted, observations were
made, and the data were analyzed. The audit materials used in the study included field
notes along with the interviews and observations.
Summary
In this chapter, I presented the theoretical frameworks and researcher stance as
well as a case study protocol. The theoretical frameworks of social constructionism
(Crotty, 1998) as well as sociocultural theory guided this research. Multiple-case study is
the research method I used to investigate the language learning of a sample of students
who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL. Through a multiple-case study
design, a thick, rich description of the individual case studies can be presented. The case
study protocol was described which includes data collection methods (in-depth
interviews, observations, and documents), data analysis (with-in case analysis and crosscase analysis), and establishing trustworthiness and reliability.
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CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Introduction
In this chapter, I describe the setting, which includes information on the school
district, the two schools, and the programming in the areas of CLD and DHH. Next, I
describe the participants, which includes the sample of students who are DHH EL and the
sample of students who are EL as well as the teachers for each of the students. Within
this description, I provide findings from the study as they relate to the research questions.
Then, I provide a cross-case analysis of the sample of students who are DHH and the
sample of students who are EL. I conclude this chapter with a section on themes that
emerged from the study.
Setting
School District
This study took place in a medium-size school district in a western state. The
school district has a high percentage of minority students, 69% of students being of
race/ethnicity other than White. In addition, the school district has a high percentage of
students with low socioeconomic status; 60% of the student population receives free or
reduced-price meals. Twenty-five percent of the students in the district are identified as
EL. A high population of EL students are refugees. In the district, more than 60 different
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languages are spoken. This includes languages such as Spanish, Somali, Burmese, and
Karenni.
Within the school district, two schools served as the location of the research
participants. One location was a high school, the other a middle school. Before
providing a description of each of these schools, it is important to gain a clearer
understanding of the school district and the district initiatives. The district has a top
down approach in which curriculum, assessments, and programming are determined at
the district level. This approach has started to change with new leadership, but during the
time of data collection, this was the case.
The school district adopted curriculum that is the same across the district.
Therefore, when asked what curriculum is used in the development of language, the
participants provided information on the curriculum that was adopted and approved by
the district for their subjects and levels. The approved and adopted curriculum for ELD
in the middle schools is Inside the USA (Short, Tinajera, Tatum, Moore, & Bernabei,
2012). The approved and adopted curriculum for high schools for ELD is The Edge
(Moore, Short, Smith, & Tatum, 2014). The language arts curriculum at the middle
school is Engage New York. Reading curriculum is Reading Mastery Signature Edition
(RMSE). Due to the high percentage of students who are Els, one of the district
initiatives included a focus on English language development for ELs. As part of
supporting the growth for ELs, the district brought in a consultant for district-wide
training on quality teaching for English learners (QTEL). All teachers were trained in the
QTEL principles of scaffolding.

55
For the assessment of language proficiency levels for ELs, the district utilized
standardized assessments. The main assessment used to determine language levels of EL
students in the district is WIDA ACCESS for ELLs (WIDA, 2010a). WIDA ACCESS
for ELLs provides language proficiency levels in the areas of listening, speaking, reading,
and writing. All EL students, NEP through LEP, are required to take this assessment
once a year. The results of the assessment are used to determine levels and placement of
students in the CLD program. This assessment helped answer the Research Question 2,
“How is the language of a sample of students who are DHH EL and the language of a
sample of students who are EL assessed and language proficiency levels determined?”
In the attempt to answer Research Question 3, “What are the reading levels of a
sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL?,” there
appeared to be no clear answer on what those levels were or how they were determined at
the secondary level. At the elementary level, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS) was used across the district to determine reading readiness and levels.
At the secondary level, it was a struggle to get an answer. Either, as a researcher, I was
not asking the right questions or asking the right people, or there wasn’t a strong focus at
the district and/or school level. I did discover that for students in special education on an
individual education plan (IEP), AIMs Web was used as an assessment to benchmark and
progress monitor reading. Also, at the middle school, all students were assessed through
Achieve 3000 to determine Lexile levels. I met with one of the district literacy
instructional coaches in an effort to get a clear picture of reading Lexile levels. She
provided me with some interesting information on how things have changed in reading
levels or Lexile ranges based on the Common Core State Standards Initiatives. She
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stated that the text complexity of curriculums is increasing in an effort to prepare students
to be reading at the college and career readiness level by the end of high school.
The school district’s demographics and structure helped determine the curriculum,
assessment, and programming used in the education and development of language
learning for students who are DHH ELs and students who are ELs. The school district
has adopted curriculum and assessment as well as programming that are used across the
district. The following section provides a description of the two schools in this school
district that served as the setting for the participants of the study. One is a middle school,
Meadow Ridge Middle School, and the other is a high school, Century High.
The Tale of Two Schools (the Old
and the New)
Meadow Ridge Middle School. The first time I drove to Meadow Ridge Middle
School (MRMS), I wasn’t sure what to expect. I was excited to see this school in its new
setting. Meadow Ridge Middle School is a school that was located across town in a
brand new building, built of brick, block, and metal panels. The old school building was
falling apart and needed to be demolished. This new building was built on a parcel of
land on the outskirts of town. I felt that I was driving for miles, through the cornfields,
into nothingness, and there it was! It was a two-story building sitting on 22 acres. A
brand new building with large windows, it looked inviting and open. I walked up to the
front door and pushed the buzzer. After telling the voice on the other end the purpose of
my visit, I was buzzed in, then walked to another door that unlocked as I entered. After
inquiring about the location of the teacher and room to which I was heading, I entered
through another glass door into the hallways. I was surprised how open and wide the
hallways were. They weren’t really even hallways, more of open walkways, which was
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referred to as “main street.” At first, the hallways were clear, but then the bell rang. Out
from behind classroom glass doors that were always locked emerged students. The sea of
students, almost 750, breezed in and out of the classrooms. Seventy-five percent of the
student population were of a race/ethnicity other than White. Twenty-eight percent of the
students had been identified as EL.
New building, brand new, with state-of-the-art technology. New opportunities for
learning. Even though it was a new building with a new name, most of the staff and
students remained the same as the old school. The students are bused across town to this
new adventure. All of the classrooms have a wall of windows that provides a view into
the teaching and learning that occurs each and every day. Each room is also always
locked with a key code, part of the new technology. Teachers have a badge that they
wear around their neck that they scan and punch in their code. From an excerpt from my
research journal I describe MRMS.
As I’m sitting in the library, looking out the wall of tall, bright windows that go
all the way to the ceiling of the library. Two sides of the library are all windows.
There’s a ledge that has a row of tall potted green and red plants. I was surprised
when I first walked into the library. Looking from the outside and the rest of the
building, it seemed like it would be more grandiose. Sure, the first thing that I
noticed across the room was the wall of windows that looked over the parking lot
and into a field. But then, I noticed basic, plain tables with folding chairs at each
table. It reminded me of the folding tables and chairs that schools would bring
into the gym when setting up for a big meeting or professional development for
the staff, or the folding tables and chairs at a fellowship hall in a church for a
potluck on a Sunday afternoon following the morning worship service.
When I contacted the principal at MRMS, she was very supportive and
encouraging. She had recently finished a doctoral degree and valued education and
research. She provided valuable information about how to proceed with contacting the
CLD teachers. I met with one of the CLD teachers, Ms. Kim, who put me in touch with
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the other two CLD teachers. From there, we identified two students who were DHH EL.
Once we obtained permission, we identified two other students who were EL. The EL
population at MRMS was about 28%, a majority Asian from refugee camps.
The participants in this study from this school included, May Le Aye, Maw, Bae
Meh, and Eh Meh. They are described in more detail later in this chapter. The teachers
at this school included three CLD teachers, Ms. Kim, Ms. Mary, and Mrs. Cummins and
one TOD, Mrs. Holman. The programming at MRMS included an intensive CLD
program and itinerant services for students who are DHH. A more in-depth description
of the program and the teachers will be discussed later in the chapter as well.
Century High School. Century High (CHS) is much like its name suggests. It’s
a contrast of new to old, comparing it to MRMS. Century High is an established school
located in the middle of the original part of town. It’s building has character, a type of
old charm. It is over a century old with traditions and memories. If only the walls could
talk. The hallways are lined with pictures of previous classes, teachers, and events.
Enclosed glass shelves, which hold trophies and awards, also line the hallways. Looking
at it from the outside, it is a light-colored, stone building with vines growing up the
outside walls. It reminded me of a house where I grew up in the Midwest that had similar
vines covering the wall like a blanket. Unlike my house growing up, this building has a
feel of being regal, designed similarly to a French chateau. It is early spring time, so the
vines are dead and dry, but I imagine it must be a beautiful sight when the leaves bud and
grow into a dark luscious green blanket. On the back part of the original building,
another newer building had been added to house the growing number of students. The
student population is almost 1,500, grades 9 through 12. Seventy-three percent of the
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students are of a race/ethnicity other than White. Of the students, almost 20% are
identified as ELs.
As I first arrived at the school, I was both excited and nervous. It had been a
couple of years since being around a high school setting. I wasn’t sure what to expect. I
parked in a side parking lot and walked up to a door on the side of the building. I first
looked to see if there was a buzzer to ring to be let in. I couldn’t find one. I wasn’t sure
how to get into the school, fully expecting the door to be locked. However, when I
reached for the handle, I found that it was unlocked, and I opened up the door and let
myself in. The hallway was empty, except for a couple of students. On the left was a
sign to the office. I was a little early for my scheduled appointment with the principal, so
after I checked in, I sat quietly and waited. The principal was an older man, looking
forward to retiring that year. He was pleasant enough and was at first supportive of my
research. However, as I continued to describe my research and how part of the research
was interviewing the students and looking at student data, he became more hesitant. He
wanted to make sure that I received district approval before proceeding in his school with
his students. He called in one of his assistant principals to join us, and we discussed in
further detail the research and possible participants. He then left me in her hands to
support me as needed as soon as I gained district approval. She was also working on a
degree and was excited about my research and was eager to help in any way possible.
Once I gained permission, I met with the assistant principal again, and she
identified several possible participants as well as put me in touch with the CLD teachers
and TOD at the school. Ms. Paula, the TOD, helped me identify and gain approval for
two students who are DHH EL, Malik and Sophie. Mrs. Peters, the lead CLD teacher,
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worked with me to identify two ELs, Ayub and Eva. In addition to Ms. Paula and Mrs.
Peters, the teachers at CHS included Mr. Martinez, Ms. Ramirez, and Ms. Jill. A detailed
description of each of these students and teachers is provided later in the chapter. The
programming at this school included the CLD program and the center-based program for
students who are DHH. The next section provides a description of the CLD program and
the DHH program in the district and what is provided at each school.
The Programming for Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse and Deaf/Hard of Hearing
Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse
With such a large population of students who are CLD, the school district has a
comprehensive English language development (ELD) program to meet the needs of the
EL students. The ELD program follows the instructional guidelines and mandates from
both the state and federal levels. The terms ELD and CLD are often used
interchangeably in this context. For the purposes of this study, I refer to CLD when
talking about the program. The CLD coordinator provided leadership and training for the
CLD teachers throughout the district. Each school employed at least one CLD teacher.
Several schools in the district have a designated newcomer program, which provides
more intensive services for those students who need additional support.
As mentioned previously, the CLD program follows the instructional guidelines
and mandates from the state and federal levels. Based on those guidelines and mandates,
the district adopted specific resources for assessment, curriculum, and instructional
strategies. For language assessment, the district utilizes WIDA ACCESS for ELLs to
assess EL students’ language in the areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. As
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for curriculum, the curriculum used for English language development at the high school
level is The Edge, (Moore et al., 2014). The curriculum used at the middle school level is
Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). Inside the USA is a National Geographic curriculum
that is very photographic. Every lesson with the curriculum hits the areas of reading,
writing, listening, and speaking. There was an overall theme for each of the units and
includes language objectives. Instructional strategies included the use of scaffolding as
delineated through the district initiative of providing quality education for ELs.
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the CLD programs at Century High
School and Meadow Ridge Middle School, I’ll share the CLD teachers’ explanations in
their own words. The CLD program at CHS was described by Mrs. Peters:
The CLD program at Century has three full-time teachers devoted to English
learners. We teach Oral Language A for NEP 1 students, basically newcomers,
with no English, Oral Language B for students who are at the NEP 2 level, who
usually are in their second-year schooling in the United States, and Oral Language
C for students who are designated as LEP 3. In an addition to those Oral
Language Development classes there are Foundations in Language classes that
use direct instruction, the corrective reading program. Those classes are generally
for the students at the NEP 1 and 2 level.
The students who know the least amount of English, the non-English
proficient students and some of the limited English proficient at the LEP 3 level,
also are in CLD Content classes, Sheltered Content classes. We have sheltered
content classes in all of the four core areas, math, English, social studies, and
science.
She went on to explain the sheltered content classes.
Okay. Some of the classes are co-taught. For example, the English 9 is co-taught
with a CLD teacher and a regular English teacher. The CLD teacher also has that
same group in English 9 and a reading. It's called Literacy for Life, to help them
with their work and developing the skills that they're learning in English 9, but
she also does other work. She might be working on reading multi-syllabic words
and other things to support their reading and writing.
Earth science is also co-taught with an earth science teacher and Mr.
Ramirez, the CLD teacher. The other ones are CLD classes with English learners,
but there's just one teacher in there. Then I go into those classes. I kind of just do
this rotation in the classes to give support for those teachers. Because I'm highly
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qualified in history, I also teach a sheltered history class. The teachers who are
teaching the CLD volunteered, or maybe they were “volun-told” to do it. They
like to work with English learners. One person, for example, who's this first-year
teacher, he's doing the U.S. Government class, and he loves the CLD students.
It's his favorite class. He's just really passionate about it and wanting to do things
that's going to help them learn. They're doing well in the class.
Ms. Jill, the algebra teacher who taught the sheltered algebra class that Eva was in,
described the sheltered class.
We try to group all ELL into one group if they are between LEP 1 and 3, and so
that they get a little more instruction that's sheltered, and then a little more slower.
Any of the content that's kind of fluff, we take out, and we spend more time on
probably some stuff that they maybe missed in their early education, because
most of them have gaps in their education. It does go a little slower than the rest
of the classes, but they still normally cover the big bookends. We still get to the
same place and finish the same place, but there might be, if one day one class is
working on all word problems and presenting, and we need to catch up, then those
are the days where we catch up. Then, we still do the word problems and stuff,
but we just, we're not always on the exact same phase as other classes, and then
there's just a lot of differentiation and scaffolding that goes into those classes that
are more than in some other classes.
The CLD program at MRMS also had three teachers devoted to ELs, Ms. Kim
who taught the newcomer EL students, Ms. Mary who taught the middle group of ELs
and sheltered classes, and Mrs. Cummins, who taught the higher group of ELs and
Language Arts sheltered classes. The curriculum used at the middle school was Inside
the USA (Short et al., 2012).
Ms. Mary described the CLD levels in the school:
There are three levels in our school. There are the newcomers, then the middle
group, then the high group, so I have the middle group. A lot of the students that
I have are refugee students, refugee population, not all, but a great deal of them
are, and they're Burmese refugees so that's the largest population I work with, but
we have other languages, too, and other students just from other countries. They
have me working with CLD students, and then I also have sheltered language arts
rooms.
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Ms. Kim taught the newcomers:
I teach a newcomer level, which is Inside the USA. That's just very vocabulary
based, putting things together, finding their ideas, a little bit of writing. My oral
language A is more speaking and kind of more of the content area piece where it
brings in a lot of science and social studies, and reading and writing, and
everything you can think of, geography. She's in that class.
Mrs. Cummins, who taught the higher group and sheltered language arts, explained:
I teach intervention classes, but I also teach sheltered language arts, and this is the
class that I have that particular student in. Eighth grade sheltered language arts.
We work on all of the same eighth grade level standards as the other classes, just
with more sheltered instruction strategies.
Deaf or Hard of Hearing
The school district had two center-based programs for students who are DHH.
One program served students from kindergarten through 8th grade, the other one served
students 9th through 12th grade. I was denied permission to conduct research in the first
center-based program, which was extremely disappointing. That opportunity would have
provided valuable insights researching a sample of students from both the elementary and
secondary settings. Century High housed the center-based DHH program for the high
school level in the district. The DHH program at Century High had 11 students with
hearing loss, varying from mild loss in one ear all the way to profoundly deaf. The staff
for the DHH program included one teacher of students who are DHH, Ms. Paula, who
was considered the team lead, and four educational sign language interpreters. As the
TOD, Paula taught reading and math, and then co-taught other classes such as biology.
Ms. Paula explained the philosophy of direct teaching. “We believe that authentic
communication is better than through an interpreter, so that’s why the teacher teaches
them reading and math so it’s not through an interpreter.” As the team lead, previously
known as the case manager, Paula also was in charge of the students’ IEP, monitoring
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progress on their goals, informing the parents, setting up meetings, and doing all the
paperwork. Paula was extremely helpful in identifying participants and setting up the
schedule to collect data once the consent forms were obtained.
In addition to the center-based programs, the district had itinerant services for the
students who are DHH and who are in the general education setting. There were two
itinerant TODs, one at the elementary level and another at the secondary level. However,
at the time of the study, there was just one itinerant TOD. The itinerant TOD, Mrs.
Holman, had just started in this position a month prior, coming from the center-based
program. This new itinerant was the TOD working with May Le Aye, the DHH EL
student at MRMS. Mrs. Holman’s caseload consisted of approximately 27 students in the
district. She served two students at MRMS, May Le Aye, and another student who was
on a 504 plan. As part of itinerant services, Mrs. Holman provided instructional support
and collaborated with the special education and general education teachers.
The DHH program also consisted of two educational audiologists who ensured
that all students have adequate access to auditory information in the learning
environment. In addition to managing school hearing screening programs and hearing
conservation programs, they provided assessment and management of auditory disorders,
determination and management of hearing instrumentation devices, and provision of
auditory habilitation activities. They provided counseling and training for school staff
and parents. One of the educational audiologist, Ms. Lori, supported Maw, the student
who is DHH EL at MRMS who is not on an IEP.
The curriculum and assessment used in the DHH program was also determined at
the district level. The reading curriculum was Reading Mastery Signature Edition
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(RMSE) (Engelmann, 2008). Students who are DHH were assessed through AIMSweb.
AIMSweb is a benchmark and progress monitoring system for students K-12 that uses
brief, valid, and reliable measures of reading and math performance (Education, 2008).
Instructional strategies used included direct and explicit instruction as well as scaffolding.
A more in depth description of the instructional strategies will be provided later in the
chapter. The following section will provide a description of the participants or characters
in the study.
Characters (Participants)
In this section, I provide a description of each of the characters based on
observation, field notes, and interview responses. I also discuss language levels, reading
levels, and curriculum and instruction. In addition to interview questions focused on
language and reading levels, questions also included questions on strengths and what was
easiest or hardest. I asked the teachers what they felt were areas of strengths and/or
weaknesses. I asked the students what they felt was easiest and hardest in the areas of
reading, writing, listening, and speaking. These responses are included in the summary
of each participant. I’ll let the words from interviews with the students and teachers
speak for themselves, as much as possible. A brief description of the supporting
characters, the teachers, and audiologist follows the description of the main characters,
the students.
Students Who are Deaf/Hard of
Hearing English Learners
May Le Aye: The shy one.
May Le Aye: My name is May Le Aye. My grade is 6th grade. I'm old 12. I like
to see my friend, and we do the same homework and work. We do fun thing and
that.
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Interviewer: What are some of the fun things that you do?
May Le Aye: We do sometimes in morning no school week, we wake up in the
morning, and we ride a bike. We come back, and we eat, and we play, my friend
and my sister.
I was thrilled to have May Le Aye talk with me. When I first met her, she gave
me a quick, quiet, shy smile. Even though she shook her head “yes,” when I asked her if
she’d be willing to talk with me, I wasn’t sure how much she would share. I asked if she
wanted the language interpreter to join us, the same interpreter that had met with her
previously to explain the research to her and her parents. She quietly said “no.” We
walked through the bright hall at Meadow Ridge Middle School to the conference room
where we could talk privately.
This was May Le Aye’s first year at the middle school. May Le Aye had come
from a refugee camp in Thailand four years earlier at the age of 8. She had attended the
newcomers program at an elementary school in the district. Now, here in the middle
school, she received services from both the CLD teacher and the TOD. I conducted one
interview with each of them in order to gain a better understanding of her background
and her language learning.
Mrs. Holman, her TOD, provided some background on May Le Aye:
I've known her since January. I started this job the first week in January. We're
into the first week of March, so I've only known her two months. My
understanding of her is that her family speaks Burmese. They don't speak any
English at home, is my understanding. I don't know what kind of English Learner
she is. She has a hearing loss that requires her to wear two hearing aids. . . . I
would say, moderate hearing loss, because she's getting by with hearing aids, and
with her hearing aids, it's up there.
It's not profound or anything like that. The hearing aids really just fill in
that information. With her, she's missing a lot of . . . I see huge gaps in her
vocabulary. She's got some vocabulary down, but she has huge vocabulary gaps.
My understanding here is that they have her in core replacement for her language.
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I believe her math just changed to core replacement, but I'm not positive. She
also works with the ELL[CLD] teacher here.
Based on her audiogram and information from the audiologist, May Le Aye had a mild to
moderate rising mixed hearing loss in her right hear and a moderate, mixed hearing loss
in her left ear. She was aided the previous year with two personal hearing aids and wears
them consistently.
I also had the opportunity to interview her CLD teacher, Ms. Kim, who shared the
following information:
May Le Aye is actually from a refugee camp in Burma. I have the name, I'm
going to grab it real quick. We were actually talking about this the other day.
Where they want to do a cultural piece on where they're from so they can tell us
about where they're from. We were talking about it, and I realized, actually,
there's three of them in that class that are from the same refugee camp.
They're not related, but for some reason their families relocated and
settling here. It's called Maesot. I hope I'm pronouncing that correctly. We
actually were looking it up because I didn't know a lot about her background. I
knew she has the hearing loss, and I know she's on an IEP. She's very shy, very
quiet. She doesn't like to speak out a lot. Sometimes she'll go through another
student to tell me what she wants.
Language proficiency. May Le Aye was identified as an EL in 2nd grade when
she arrived from Thailand based on information gained from the home language survey
and an English language placement test. Her home language is Burmese.
Based on her IEP, May Le Aye was identified with a primary disability of hearing
impairment, including deafness in 4th grade. Her least restrictive placement (LRE) was in
the general education class, 40% to 79% of the time. Sixty-one percent of the time is in
the general education environment, with 39% of the time outside the general education
environment. The services she received included support from a special education
teacher, audiologist, TOD, and a speech language pathologist.
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IEP goals developed for May Le Aye included several reading, writing, language,
and communication goals. The goals for reading focused on increasing her ability to
decode one-syllable words, with a variety of vowel sounds, and to increase her ability to
read fluently from reading 44 words correct per minute on a 1st-grade reading passage to
reading 87 words correct per minutes on a 2nd-grade passage. The goals for language
focused on learning grade-level vocabulary and using those words in structured,
grammatically correct sentences and discriminating between minimal pair words
presented auditorily and using those words to create simple, complete sentences. Her
writing goal focused on increasing her ability to write a paragraph that contained a main
idea and three details, using complete sentences. The communication goal stated,
“During structured listening tasks, May Le Aye will listen for and then produce the /s/
phoneme at the end of words in appropriated contexts when telling about a picture with
minimal prompting.”
Her CLD teacher, Ms. Kim shared:
Her first language is Burmese. A lot of what she does, what I've seen in the
classroom, is that she does speak a lot of Burmese with, there's a couple other
students in there that speak Burmese. She speaks a lot of her native language.
When she wants to communicate with other students, it's mostly with pointing and
touching and stuff.
She's not very vocal with that. Also, with the hearing loss, I haven't seen
it, it doesn't really effect . . . because I have a small class anyway, and my
classroom is pretty small, I haven't seen that it's been any issue. We haven't had a
lot of challenges. I'm very good about making sure I'm in front of her, and so she
sees what is going on as well and getting her attention. That's for all the kids, so
it's not like I single her out at all. That's kind of all I've noticed in my classroom.
What were her language proficiency levels?
She is an NEP, an NEP 1. Her reading/writing, I think listening was her highest
score, which was a 2.1, I believe. It still keeps her in the NEP range, the nonEnglish proficiency piece. Her reading, writing, and speaking were low.
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I actually thought it would be a little bit opposite, where her speaking
would be [higher] because she has a lot of language. I think it's just her putting
things together and ideas together that has kept her in that box of NEP. That's
where we're at right now.
As far as her reading level, her TOD, Mrs. Holman shared:
We've got her learning grade level vocabulary, and I'm going back and filling in
holes. Yeah. That's the best way to describe it. They can say she's learning grade
level vocabulary, but she has holes back to first, second, grade material. I know
her reading level is at second grade.
Her CLD teacher, Miss Kim shared:
Right now, she's . . . the book that I'm teaching is about a third, fourth grade level,
oral language piece. That's a perfect fit for her. Her writing skills are pretty low.
I would actually say she is more a first, second grade from what I've seen. Trying
to think what else I can tell you about her. She's a very social kid. Academically,
I think she's . . . probably third, fourth grade overall.
According to the WIDA, May Le Aye was classified as an NEP 2 with an overall
score of 2.0. Her reading score was 1.8; writing, 2.5; listening, 2.0; and speaking, 1.8.
According to Achieve 3000, her Lexile level was 120L. I asked May Le Aye about what
was easiest and hardest for her.
Researcher: What is the hardest for you?
May Le Aye: Writing.
Researcher: Writing is the hardest. Why is that? Do you know?
May Le Aye: Sometimes I didn't spoke right. Sometimes correct. Sometimes I'm
thinking and wrong spelling.
Researcher: Writing is the hardest?
May Le Aye: Yeah.
Researcher: What do you feel like is the easiest?
May Le Aye: Easier bit of reading and listen.
I asked May Le Aye if she felt that she was developing and growing in her English skills.
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May Le Aye: Yeah.
Researcher: What has helped you develop your English better?
May Le Aye: Better speak.
Researcher: Better speak? That helps.
May Le Aye: Yeah.
Researcher: What things have helped you speak better?
May Le Aye: Speak better, you learn English. Speak and write better.
Researcher: If you speak better, then you can write better?
May Le Aye: Yeah.
Researcher: What has helped you learn to speak better? What things have helped
you speak better?
May Le Aye: I think listen and listen to write. Listen is better.
When asked about what areas of language were her strengths, Mrs. Holman, her TOD
responded:
[She has] lot of gaps. Doesn't know the vocabulary, can put together . . . how do I
want to say this? Yeah, it's so low. I can come in with an example. She's good at
social. I would say social would be her strength, like, "Hi, how you doing?"
"Good.” "Good. Did you do your math work last night?" "Yes, I did my math
work," but it's like, "Yes, I did my math work," so she's good at the language she's
been exposed to repeatedly since really, really young.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development was Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012) taught by Miss Kim. May Le Aye
was in Oral Language A, which was at about the 3rd/4th grade level for reading.
Instructional strategies included explicit instruction, whole-group instruction, smallgroup instruction, peer mentoring, differentiation, and scaffolding.
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Maw: The firecracker. [Tell me about yourself.] Maw replied, “I've been in
America for 6 years, and I went to the Center Elementary School, and I went to Charter
Middle School for two years, and then I came to MRMS. I like to play soccer, and I don't
really have a favorite subject. I don't know what else.”
Maw, a 14-year old girl in the 8th grade at Meadow Ridge Middle School, came
over from a refugee camp in Thailand when she was about 8 years old. Her home
language was Karenni. She had been attending school in the district for six years. Her
teacher described her as an excellent student who was diligent about getting homework
done, was organized and responsible, and was vivacious and social.
The CLD teacher, Ms. Kim, thought of Maw immediately when I met with her to
talk about my research and had asked about possible participants. Ms. Kim looked at
Maw’s schedule, saw that she was available, called the multi-language interpreter, and
asked if she would bring her in to meet me. Maw came into the room with a presence of
fun. Ms. Kim jokingly bantered with her for a few minutes and then introduced me and
my research. Maw was happy to be a part of the research study. She appeared to
understand everything in English, but the interpreter explained it in her native language,
Karenni, as well.
Maw originally went to New Jersey upon arrival in the United States where she
was identified as an EL. She wasn’t identified as having a hearing loss until later. Maw
has a mild to severe sensorineural hearing loss that is categorized as a “cookie bite.”
Even though she had a hearing loss, she was not on an IEP and did not receive direct
services from a TOD. I interviewed the educational audiologist, Ms. Laurie, as well as
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her CLD teacher, Mrs. Cummins, in order to gain a deeper understanding of her
background, hearing needs, and language levels.
Her CLD teacher, Mrs. Cummins, shared about her background:
I don't know everything about her history. I had her older brother in class, so I'm
familiar with her family. I've actually only met her dad, her dad always seems to
be the one that always comes. They're so good about . . . he comes to everything.
Every parent-teacher conference, if we have an ELD night or something, he's
there. They seem to be a tight family, it's her and her older brother, I think those
are the only siblings in the family. He . . . her brother is very diligent and
focused. Cares about his grades, and very respectful, and just excellent.
She seems to be a lot more outgoing than him. She is just like a fire
cracker, it's like, wow, whatever she chooses to do, I feel like she's going to do
something great. I don't know what it is, but she's got a lot of power inside of her.
Her educational audiologist, Ms. Laurie, works mostly with Maw and her
homeroom teacher. She explained her hearing background:
I’m not sure when she was actually diagnosed. The first thing that I have is from
when she was 10. This is the earliest that I know that she was fit, which must
have been 5th grade. She was tested, her hearing has remained relatively stable,
but she has a severe cookie bite in both ears. I mean it’s a whopper. In 6th grade
when I started working with her, she did not want to wear her hearing aids. So, I
guess she wore them in 5th grade, but I think sometimes that middle school when
they cross that barrier, it’s a little bit rough. Then last year was maybe 80/20, and
then when I went out to see her this year, she’s wearing them full time. I think
that she’s kind of matured and realized “I really struggle without them, and it’s
more embarrassing to repeat myself 80 times than to wear or have my hearing
aids be seen.”
With a “cookie bite” hearing loss down to the severe range, she was missing
sounds such as /th/, /sh/, and /r/. This was evident as I observed her in class struggling
with pronunciation and grammar.
Language proficiency. Based on WIDA ACCESS, Maw was categorized as
limited English proficient (LEP4). Her language proficiency levels were: reading, 5.1;
writing, 4.1; speaking, 4.7; and listening, 3.9. Her CLD teacher shared, “she is right on
the verge of shedding her CLD classification.” In fact, at the end of the study, the new
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WIDA ACCESS scores came in and her levels were: reading, 5.7; writing, 4.2; speaking,
6.0; and listening, 3.9. Based on the Lexile scores, Maw’s reading was 695L.
When asked about what areas of language were her strengths and/or weaknesses,
in regards to her reading, Maw’s CLD teacher stated:
One of the struggles I've had with her in terms of her reading is she reads so fast.
I don't know if she's just trying to get it over with, when she has to read out loud
but it's very hard to understand. I've had to work with her one on one on slowing
down, and enunciating. Now, she knows when I give her the signal, it's like, "Oh,
slow down and enunciate.” I talk to her 6-minute fluency partner about it and say,
"This is something she's working on, I need to you to hold her accountable to
this.” I want people to be able to understand her words because she's so
intelligent and it's like, "People need to hear what you have to say."
When asked about what was hardest and easiest, Maw felt that speaking was the
easiest and stated that “the hardest is writing, listening, and reading is probably the
easier.” When talking about how writing was the hardest, Maw stated, “For me, like
sometime even I understand, it would be hard for me because I will . . . with Karenni
language, the vocabulary very limits, so my English is very limit, too. I know I want to
write, but I cannot came up with a sentence.”
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development for Maw was Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). She was in Oral
Language C and Sheltered Language Arts class taught by Mrs. Cummins. Instructional
strategies included explicit instruction, whole-class and small-group instruction, peer
mentoring, differentiation, and scaffolding.
Malik: The jokester. From the first time I met Malik, I could see that he loved
to joke around. I tried to quietly sneak into the back of the classroom at Century High.
Malik noticed me and asked, both spoken and in sign language, “Who are you?” He was
in his reading class with his DHH teacher, Ms. Paula. Ms. Paula paused her lesson to

74
introduce me. I signed my sign language name along with signing, “Nice to meet you.”
Malik responded by stating, “I don’t like that sign language name. You should have a
different one.” He then proceeded to recommend a few different ones, referencing my
smile and my brown hair.
His CLD teacher shared an example of his joking:
Yeah, he's just . . . he's kind of a character a little bit. It's interesting. The other
day, we played a game, and he latched on to that right away, and he likes to be
involved with other people in the classroom and crack jokes. When somebody
makes a joke or he makes a joke, he'll grab his stomach and show that he's
laughing. He's a little fun like that.
As a 10th grade student at Century High school, Malik received services from both the
CLD teacher and the TOD. Malik wasn’t originally identified as EL. It wasn’t until one
of the CLD teachers at the high school noticed that he wasn’t on her caseload when he
came to the school in 9th grade that he was tested and made eligible for EL
programming. He was identified as NEP at that time through the W-APT placement test.
The confusion of eligibility and placement with students who are DHH EL will be
discussed further in the themes section. To gain a better understanding of Malik’s
background and language learning, I interviewed two CLD teachers as well as the TOD.
I also interviewed Malik, utilizing one of the sign language educational interpreters to
ensure understanding.
His DHH teacher, Ms. Paula shared his background:
Malik and his four siblings and his parents went to Maryland from Tanzania, a
refugee camp in Tanzania when he was 9. The school there put him in
kindergarten because that's where his levels of academic learning were at the
time, so they put him in kindergarten, and then he came to us when he was 12.
We put him in 6th grade, rather than putting him in 3rd where he would have been
had he stayed on track in Maryland, but we put him in 6th grade closer to sameage peers. We technically put him behind a year. He should have been in 7th,
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given his age, but we thought that 6th was close enough. When Malik first got
here, he could sign his sign name and M-A-L-I-K and that was it.
When he walked down the hall, if he saw something interesting, he'd just
walk into a classroom and get it and start looking through drawers and dump out
my purse and take stuff off the shelves. He was very curious about everything. I
also think he was trying to take everything. I wondered if, in the refugee camp,
they had to fight for food and fight for blankets and fight for drinks, whatever.
According to his IEP, Malik’s primary disability was hearing impairment. Malik had a
moderate to severe hearing loss and wore bilateral hearing aids. The LRE setting was the
general education environment 40% to 79% of the time. The time in the general
education environment was 56%. The time outside the general education environment
was 44%. Malik received direct support from a TOD (16 hours per week), a speech
language pathologist (4 hours per week), and an educational interpreter (20 hours per
week). He received indirect support from the educational audiologist (2 hours per year).
IEP goals addressed his priority educational needs as well as his desire to become
an auto mechanic. There was one goal for independent living skills, one goal for
mathematics, one goal for reading, and one goal for communication. His reading goal
stated that he would be able to answer a written question based on a 4th grade passage he
previously read. His communication goal stated that he would improve his
discrimination and articulation of final consonants, consonant blends, and minimal pairs
/s, z, f, v, d, t, ch, sh/ in reading and independent speaking at the word level.
Ms. Paula explained his present schooling and levels:
Malik is now a sophomore. Malik is now reading at an upper 3rd, lower 4th grade
level. Malik’s math is at the end of 3rd grade level. He has holes. He has gaps.
He can do some math that's higher than 3rd grade, but for the most part, most of
his math is at 3rd grade level. Malik is a fluent signer now. Malik listens very
well. He uses his hearing aids. He has bilateral hearing aids. He uses his hearing
aids, and he uses his hearing, but his problem is he doesn't understand what he
hears because maybe it's a word he's never heard before, so the test is to have him
sign it to you. If he can't sign it, then he doesn't know the word.
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He is taking the ELL oral language class. In the home, Dad speaks
Kirundi, and there's another one, but I forget. It's like Swahili or something, and
it's hard to find interpreters in that language, but Dad is learning English. All of
Malik’s siblings know English because they've been going to school in all-English
schools and they've picked it up really fast.
Malik’s CLD teacher, Ms. Ramirez described Malik.
Malik is a student who is new to my class. This is my first semester with him, so
I've only worked with him for like six weeks. He's a nice kid. He likes to joke
around and have fun. One thing that's kind of interesting about him, I guess,
being in that class is that it's supposed to be for LEP3 students, but Malik is NEP
and is still really like in the beginning stages of learning English, so I guess what
had happened was with his schedule, he was supposed to take an oral language B
class, which was the class below my class, and I guess that wouldn't fit into his
schedule, and so Ms. Paula the deaf and hard of hearing teacher, and then Mrs.
Peters, the CLD head teacher, decided that he should still take the class, so he's in
that class, and it's a little bit interesting because it's a little bit above his level, so
we've been trying to work with that.
Language proficiency. Malik has a language proficiency level of NEP according
to the W-APT placement test. Prior to that, he had not been identified as an EL student.
As stated previously, the circumstances surrounding the EL identification will be further
discussed in the chapter in the themes section. This was his first year taking the WIDA
ACCESS. According to the WIDA ACCESS scores that were available in April, Malik’s
updated overall score was 3.7. His reading score was 3.2; listening, 3.9; speaking, 6.0;
and writing, 3.1. According to AIMSweb, his IEP and Ms. Paula, Malik was at a 3rd/4th
grade reading level.
When asked about what areas of language were his strengths, Ms. Paula shared:
I think Malik’s strength is receptive sign language. His expressive . . . I know he
knows what he wants to say in his head, but he doesn't have the signs. He does
what he knows, and then he gestures some, then he does what he knows and in the
meantime, we're all lost because we have no . . . if it was what we were talking
about, we have a context, we're fine. If not, we have no clue.
Malik’s biggest weakness is his writing. That's even worse than his
signing. He just writes the words he knows. “The ball the the go the ball go the
the.” That's all it is. Now, it's more words than that, but it's the same idea.
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Ms. Paula further explained his strengths.
Okay. Malik is really good at asking when he doesn't know a word. That's his
strength. . . . Like, "Outside in the hall they said this, what's this mean?" I'll say
it, and he's like, "Okay, say it again," and he's like, "Okay, I got it, I got it.” I
think he's really good at labeling objects. That doesn't help much in conversation.
That's also where he is in his writing. He can sign and sign and sign and sign and
sign, but when he goes to write it down, it's just a list of words written down.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). Malik was placed in Oral Language C
taught by Ms. Ramirez. The curriculum for reading with the TOD was RMSE.
Instructional strategies included explicit instruction, direct instruction (DI), whole-group
and small-group instruction, peer mentoring, differentiation, and scaffolding.
Sophie: The spunky one. While searching for participants for this study,
Sophie’s name kept coming up as a student who would be ideal for researching the
language learning of students who are DHH EL. At one point, I wasn’t sure if it would
work out. It took a few weeks to get permission, but after a few phone calls to her
family, we finally got it. As a senior at Century High School, this would be my last
chance if I wanted to include her in this study. She was excited to graduate and planned
to go on and become a nail technician.
Her classes at Century High included foundational language arts, oral language,
geometry, conceptual chemistry, and physics as well as elective classes in weight training
and fitness, fashion and clothing, and career placement. She received services from the
CLD and TOD. In order to gain a better understanding of her background and language
learning, I interviewed both her CLD teacher, Ms. Ramirez, and her TOD, Ms. Paula. I
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also interviewed Sophie, utilizing one of the sign language educational interpreters to
ensure understanding.
Ms. Paula described Sophie’s background:
Sophie is a senior. She's been in the deaf and hard of hearing program since she
was in preschool. I had her in preschool, and then I had her again in middle
school, and then I have her now as a senior. Her parents speak Spanish. She
doesn't speak Spanish, but she understands her parents when they talk, or she
claims to understand Spanish. I think she's using a lot of body language clues,
gestures, which way are they looking. She was with the program when we
moved. She was at another school, but it was still this district's deaf and hard of
hearing program.
According to her IEP, Sophie was identified with a hearing at the age of 4. She had a
severe to profound hearing loss in her right ear and mild sloping to severe loss at 1500 Hz
then rising to mild loss in the left ear. She was aided with personal hearing aids on both
ears. Her aided thresholds in the sound field were mild to moderate in her better ear on
her most recent audiological evaluation. Ms. Paula, her TOD, shared:
Sophie has a unilateral hearing aid. Sophie is profoundly deaf with the hearing
aid. We’re wondering how she gets any benefit, any gain from the hearing aids,
but when she doesn’t have her hearing aids, she, too, acts differently. It’s just
interesting to see them [Sophie and Malik]. Like turtles, they tuck inside
themselves, and they don’t answer questions, and they don’t look around, and
they’re not as participatory.
Education placement for Sophie included special education support through the
DHH program as well as support from CLD. The least restrictive environment (LRE)
setting was in the general education class less than 40% of the time. The time in the
general education environment was 35%, and the time outside the general education
environment was 65%. Sophie received direct support from a TOD (16 hours per week
outside of general education), an educational interpreter (20 hours per week inside GE
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and 8 hours per week outside GE), and an SLP (one hour per week). Sophie received
indirect support from an educational audiologist.
IEP goals addressed her priority educational needs. The goals included one in the
area of reading and three in the area of language. The reading goal stated that Sophie
would be able to read a passage choosing the correct missing word of three given words
at a 3rd grade level. The language goals focused on grammar, comprehension, and
academic vocabulary. For grammar, the goal was for Sophie to improve her expressive
grammar by formulating complete sentences in speaking and/or writing using correct
word order and verb tenses. For comprehension, the goal was to improve language
comprehension by answering comprehension questions (inference, prediction) about
narrative and informative passages with vocabulary and syntax at or slightly higher than
her ability level. For vocabulary, the goal was that Sophie would learn 40 new
vocabulary words over the course of the IEP year and give a paraphrased definition or an
example of each.
Language proficiency. Sophie was identified as an EL when she started school in
kindergarten. The language spoken at home was Spanish. According to WIDA
ACCESS, Sophie was categorized as NEP with an overall score of 2.4. Her reading score
was 1.9; writing, 2.0; speaking, 2.8; and listening, 4.0. According to AIMSweb, Sophie’s
reading level was that at 4th grade.
In addition to support from the DHH program, Sophie received support through
the CLD program with oral language classes taught by CLD teachers. Ms. Ramirez, her
CLD teacher, explained:
Last year, I had her in oral language C class. That was the first time that I had
her. That class is normally LEP3s, and she went in as an LEP2. It was because of
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scheduling, actually, because she was supposed to be in oral B, and it didn't work
out with her schedule, so she stayed in oral C.
When asked about strengths in language skills, her TOD, Ms. Paula, stated:
I think her primary language is sign language, if that's allowed to be one. In the
district, they don't consider that a primary language. Her second would be
English. She doesn't speak any Spanish at all. Language proficiency level, we'll
have to look that up. Her language strength, I don't know. I can't think of any.
Like, I can't think of weaknesses either. She's behind in reading, and she's behind
in math. She's a 4th grade level reader, but math, she's in a junior level geometry
class, so math she's okay on. It's just her reading is behind.
Following up during a second interview, I asked Ms. Paula to elaborate on Sophie’s
strengths. Ms. Paula explained,

Sophie is good speaking and signing expressively and receptively. Her listening
skills are not [real good], but we're working on them. She has hearing loss, what
do you expect? Sophie’s, her weakness is probably writing also.
Her CLD teacher, Ms. Ramirez, shared:
Yeah, she's NEP 2. I don't know. I mean, she struggles, in general, with reading
and writing. With speaking and listening, I mean, she does pretty well. I don't
know. Part of me thinks that I don't know that much about sign, so I might not be
100% totally correct about this, but from what I understand in sign, like the way
that you sign is not like how English is spoken necessarily, and so sometimes I
feel like I see that like come through in her writing where it's like, very, like
almost like choppy kind of, and it's like . . . like she'll use like the same tense of
the verb. I believe in sign that happens a lot. I don't know. Correct me if I'm
wrong. You sign, right?
She went on to explain Sophie’s writing.
Yeah. I mean, she can get some ideas on the paper, and like I'll read it, and I'm
like, I'll know what she's trying to say because I know what's going on in the
class, but if I were somebody else reading it, I would be like, "Ah, I have no
idea.” I mean, I've seen her improve from last year to this year. Last year, like I
felt like she was just like writing down just things. Now I feel like they're related
to what we're doing, but like, grammatically, she's all over the place.
I interviewed Sophie utilizing a sign language interpreter. I explained the
difference between expressive language, through signing, speaking and writing, and
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receptive language, signing, listening, and reading. When asked about what was easiest
and hardest, Sophie responded through her sign language interpreter that writing was the
easiest and that listening and reading were the hardest.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). The level that students were placed
varied, depending on their language proficiency level and their schedule. Sophie was
placed in Oral Language C taught by Ms. Ramirez. Sophie had been in Oral Language C
the year before and was taking this class again. The curriculum for reading with the TOD
was RMSE. Instructional strategies included direct and explicit instruction, direct
instruction (DI), whole-group and small-group instruction, differentiation, and
scaffolding.
Students Who are English Learners
Bae Meh: The friendly one.
Bae Meh: I like soccer. I'm going to work hard, more. I think.
Researcher: Okay. What grade, and how old are you?
Bae Meh: I'm 13 years old. I'm a 7th grader.
As a 7th grade student at Meadow Ridge Middle School, Bae Meh was outgoing
and friendly. When I first met her, she was not shy like her counterpart, May Le Aye.
Originally, I talked with her and the school’s language interpreter. I asked if she wanted
an interpreter for our interview, but she wanted to meet with just me. Having moved to
the U.S. from a refugee camp in South Asia when she was 7 years old, there was a quiet
confidence and friendly countenance about her.
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Bae Meh was identified as an EL based on information from the home language
survey and an English language placement test. She had been in this district for five
years. Her home language was Karenni and Burmese. She spoke a combination of
English and Karenni, both at home and at school. As an EL student, Bae Meh received
support from the CLD program. She had two classes taught by one of the CLD teachers
at the school, Ms. Mary. The classes were an oral language development class and a
sheltered language arts class. Ms. Mary described Bae Meh:
She’s in my Core X class in the morning. So that's oral language development. I
think that she really needs that. We're definitely working on our reading and our
writing. She has a lot of energy, so she's not one of the typical maybe Burmese
refugee girl where they're kind of on the quiet side. She's definitely more verbal
and outgoing. She struggled a little bit with some relationships in the classroom
with other students, so I kind of helped her navigate that, and she seemed to have
settled in. Definitely, I think I tried to encourage her throughout the classes to
stay focused and to really stay on task.
Ms. Mary described her as an energetic and lively student who was not afraid to
try new things, even willing to try new things. However, the social aspect of school
appeared to affect Bae Meh. During the second interview with her CLD teacher, her
teacher expressed a concern that Bae Meh was not feeling well. Bae Meh was struggling
with other girls in the class, and there was some crying and fighting.
Language proficiency. According to WIDA ACCESS, Bae Meh was categorized
as an LEP3 with an overall language proficiency level of 3.3. Her language proficiency
level in reading was 2.7; writing, 3.4; speaking, 3.8; and listening, 3.8. According to
Achieve 3000, her reading Lexile level was 225L. When asked about what areas of
language were the easiest, Bae Meh stated that she felt that out of reading and writing,
speaking and listening, reading was the easiest and writing was the hardest.
Her teacher, Ms. Mary stated.:
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Well, overall, I think writing is probably the lowest. That's kind of pretty typical.
Her comprehension levels I'd say are pretty good when she's on task. Then her
speaking, you know, socially, she definitely uses more English more freely, but
when it comes to content vocabulary, I think there's a little bit of pushback there,
so that's part of the reason I encourage her to use it. I'd say writing is probably the
lowest, and that's not uncommon.
Ms. Mary shared about Bae Meh’s overall strengths.
Typically, a lot of the girls from that region are kind of on the quiet side, and she
is very outgoing, which is great. I think her social English has excelled more so
than you might see in girls her age and from that region. Staying on task is
something she's working on, but she has a lot of energy and so when we harness
that for good, I think that's one of her strengths, absolutely, and she's not really
afraid to try things new, and she's willing to try things, and I think that's one of
her strengths, being able to navigate friendships in the classroom, being able to sit
in different, you know, sit with different students and things like that, work with
different students, I think that's a strength, too.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development for Bae Meh was Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). She was in Oral
Language A taught by Ms. Mary. Bah Meh was also in a sheltered English course cotaught by Ms. Mary. The curriculum used was Engage New York. Instructional
strategies included direct and explicit instruction, whole-group instruction, small-group
instruction, differentiation, and scaffolding.
Eh Meh: The sweetheart.
Eh Meh: My name is Eh Meh. I'm 13 years old.
Maw: 14.
Eh Meh: 14, yeah.
Maw: You're older than me. Why you say 13?
Eh Meh: I got confused.
Researcher: That's okay.
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Eh Meh: I like to play soccer. That's it.
Eh Meh was in 8th grade at Meadow Ridge Middle School. A good friend with
Maw, I often saw them together while I was at the school. When asked when would be a
good time to interview them, they said they wanted to do the interview together. I
offered to bring them lunch and interview during their lunch period, but they decided
they’d rather do the interview during their third period, which was fine with their teacher.
During the interview, I tried to ask them questions one at a time, but they bantered back
and forth throughout the interview. One could tell that they were good friends and
enjoyed being together and teasing each other.
Eh Meh came over from a refugee camp in South Asia when she was around 8
years old. Her family originally went to Idaho before moving here. She had been in the
district for five years. At MRMS, Eh Meh had several classes with a CLD teacher. In
order to gain a better understanding of Eh Meh’s background and language learning, I
interviewed her CLD teacher, Mrs. Cummins. Mrs. Cummins asked if she could answer
some of the questions via email. She stated that she would be able to give the answers
more thought and answer more thoroughly through email. Therefore, I conducted two
interviews with Mrs. Cummins, one through email and another in person, which was
digitally recorded.
Mrs. Cummins shared:
The background about her? She's been my student for about two years now, and
she is Karenni, speaks Karenni. That's her first language. She's a quiet student,
very intelligent, very focused on school, doing her best. She's very, any time we
do a writing assignment or a test, I always give the kids an opportunity to revise
their writing or to make corrections on their test, and she almost always takes
advantage of those kinds of opportunities. She's very well behaved, very
respectful. She seems to have her own group of friends. I think a different side of
her kind of comes out when she's comfortable and with her friends and like
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playing soccer and stuff. She's not always that reserved student, but most of the
time in my class, she is very reserved, and it takes a little bit prodding to get her to
talk and share things with her group or share things with the class, but overall,
she's a big sweetheart.
Language proficiency. Eh Meh was identified as EL when she first arrived in the
U.S. in Idaho. According to the WIDA assessment, Eh Meh was an LEP4 with an overall
language proficiency score of 4.1. Her reading score was 5.0; writing, 3.8; speaking, 3.5;
and listening, 4.9. According to Achieve 3000, her reading Lexile level was 475L.
When asked about what areas of language were her strengths, her CLD teacher, Ms.
Cummins responded.
That's a tough question. I think speaking is definitely one of the weaknesses. I
think writing has really become a strength, especially this year that we've been
focused so much on the writing and the fact that she is so . . . what's the word I'm
looking for? She's very detail oriented and diligent about checking. If I give her
this rubric, like this student-friendly rubric, she will go through and make sure
that every little thing is done. Taking advantage of the revisions and stuff I think
has really helped her writing a lot. She still has a lot of subject-verb agreement
errors, which is very common, and so we're trying to work on that. I think writing
has become a lot more of a strength. I think that listening is a strength.
Mrs. Cummins went on to explain that reading was a strength as well and felt that Eh
Meh was reading at grade level.
I think reading is a strength as well, although just because of the vocabulary. It
can get in the way of understanding, so we have to spend a lot of time. . . . At the
beginning of the year, we read a book, Chains, and just had to spend a lot of time
going in and working with that vocabulary. Once we had that, it was like, "Oh,
yeah, I get it.” When you read a paragraph and you don't understand six or seven
words in the paragraph, it makes it really hard to understand what's going on.
When asked about which was easiest or hardest, Eh Meh responded, “Easier is
reading, and the hardest probably writing.” I explored further to find out what made
writing the hardest, and she said that she doesn’t understand [the words]. According to
Achieve 3000, her reading Lexile level was 475L. In addition to Achieve 3000, her CLD
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teacher, Mrs. Cummins, used Six Minute Fluency and San Diego Quick Check. Mrs.
Cummins explained:
I do both Six Minute Fluency. She’s reading a passage that’s at her instructional
level, so that means just like a little above her independent reading level, but
every now and then, I like to give them a grade-level passage to see where they’re
doing compared to their peers. On the last grade-level passage which was at the
end of February, she read 118 words with 5 errors. To give you an idea of how
that compares, just look at the top scores here. At this point in the year, she
should be reading 150 words on the grade-level passage.
Mrs. Cummins went on to explain Eh Meh’s instructional level.
Well, she’s about about at grade level. How I determine that is the San Diego
Quick Assessment, which I don’t know if you’re familiar with this, but each box
represents a grade level of reading of the, just the complexity of the words. She
actually was able to pronounce words all the way up to the 9th grade level. That
was actually quite high. Higher than anyone else in that group. That shows that
she is really diligent about figuring out the words and sounding out the words
instead of saying, “Oh, I just give up on that word.”
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development for Eh Meh was Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). She was in Oral
Language C taught by Mrs. Cummins. Instructional strategies included whole-class and
small-group instruction, peer mentoring, differentiation, and scaffolding. Mrs. Cummins
shared, “The Language Arts priority standards are really what drive my instruction. I
utilize the Inside Writing Curriculum [part of Inside, Level C--a program developed for
CLD students], but I modify a lot and create many of my own materials.”
Ayub: The happy kid. When I thanked Ayub for taking the time to meet with
me for an interview, he grinned and stated, “Anything to get out of class!” Even though a
statement like that would infer that he didn’t enjoy being in class, the fact was, he
enjoyed learning. Maybe because there was a substitute teacher for his ELD class at
Century High prompted that response. Who knows? I had observed him several times in
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class already, and he enjoyed being in class and enjoyed participating. Every time I saw
him, he was smiling. He was just a happy kid!
As a 9th grade student, Ayub seemed to fit right into the learning environment at
Century High. There, he received services from the CLD teacher, Mr. Martinez, who
taught his oral language class as well as co-taught his Earth Science class. In order to
gain a deeper understanding of his background and his language learning, I interviewed
both Mr. Martinez as well as the head CLD teacher, Mrs. Peters, who first recommended
Ayub as a possible participant for the study.
His CLD teacher, Mr. Martinez shared:
I know he's a very happy kid. He enjoys school. He talks about that he wants to
be a professional soccer player. He always has a good, positive attitude, and he
wants to be here, in a sense of he wants to learn. He wants to get better in
English. He knows when it's time to study and when it's time to have fun as well.
He has a brother here. I met his father once, he came to one of our
meetings. I think he's been here in the United States for maybe about six years,
seven years. With his background, I just know he has his brother who comes here
. . . and then, his father. I think his father is very motivated for him to get an
education. He actually spoke about how important it is for the Somali community
to get an education and take advantage of the opportunities here. His father talked
in front of everyone. His education is important for his father and him.
Back to the interview with Ayub, when asked to tell me about himself, he shared:
Ayub: I'm from Kenya. I came here, America, like in 2010. First, I lived in
Tennessee, and then I lived here for about five, four years.
Researcher: Did you know English, or did you start learning English?
Ayub: I started learning English here. I don't even know how to spell my name
when I came to America.
Researcher: Was it hard then?
Ayub: Yeah. No. The first year was hard, but the second year I got used to it.
Researcher: What languages do you speak at home?
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Ayub: Somali and English, but my dad doesn't want me to speak English, so I'll
lose my language. Try to make me like, speak my language. . . . Yeah, but when I
come to here. I don't speak, learn to Somali. I just speak English.
Researcher: That's great to keep your first language, too. What do you feel is
your strongest language? Somali, or in English.
Ayub: Somali, I think so. . . . No, I would say English because I can write it, but
Somali, I can't write it.
Researcher: English because you can write it.
Abdul: Yeah, I can write it. And, I could, I read it, but I can't read my language.
I can just speak it.
Researcher: Okay. So, you can't read Somali?
Ayub: I can't read, but . . . I can't write or read, but I can just speak it.
Language proficiency. Ayub was identified as an EL when he first moved to the
U.S in Tennessee. The language spoken at home was Somalian. According to the WIDA
scores, Ayub was categorized as a NEP2, with an overall score of 2.9. His reading score
was 1.9; writing, 3.5; speaking, 3.9; and listening, 5.0. When asked about which was the
easiest in English, speaking, listening, reading or writing, Ayub further explained:
Ayub: English is like, writing is the easiest for me. Because I don't like to speak
in front of public.
Researcher: Don't you? What would be the hardest then?
Ayub: The hardest would be speaking in front of people.
Researcher: Speaking, okay. Why do you feel like that's the hardest?
Ayub: I'm shy in speaking in front of people. I can speak like, two or three people
in front of them, but I can't four or more, no I can't do it.
Researcher: You get shy.
Ayub: Yeah.
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Researcher: I get like that, too. Speaking in front of a lot of people. In your class
with Mr. Martinez, what are the things that you're learning?
Ayub: How to spell, read faster, write. Yeah, that's it.
We talked a little more about what things he was learning in class. I asked Ayub more
about how he felt about his reading.
Researcher: How do you feel with your reading?
Ayub: Reading, I need more help on reading. I can do writing easy. Reading is a
little bit hard for because I can't read the big words.
When asked about what areas of language were Ayub’s strengths or what areas were the
easiest, Mr. Martinez stated:
Some of his proficient levels would be between development and expanding.
Those are the ones that we use for our WIDA scores. It’s ranked from 1 to 6, and
he’s maybe, he’s around like a 3 still. He’s still developing. He needs a lot of
reading. That’s his weakness. He’s pretty good at speaking. Comprehension, a
little more, but I think his weakness would be the reading portion of it. He’s good
at speaking. When we read stories, he’s good at comprehension. Just a couple
things, and that’s one of them he needs some work.
When asked about what were Ayub’s strengths, Mr. Martinez explained.
I think his greatest strength is his attitude toward school. First of all, he's very
self-confident. I think once he gets to know people, he's very outgoing. He
shows his interest in school, and he cares about his grades. He's a happy kid that
just wants to be in school and learn. He has that motivation to learn, it's just
going to take a little bit longer. He needs to practice reading, reading, and that's
what we've been focusing on, so hopefully, he can become a better reader. We'll
see how he does in his WIDA scores again, and then maybe, because he's in the
last level, he's in oral C. After oral C, they go to English 9, so that would be a
little bit more challenging for him, but I think it's good to be able to challenge
him.
I asked Mr. Martinez what kind of growth he had seen in Ayub from the beginning of the
year. He replied,
The confidence. As a freshman, he's very self-confident, but the writing has
become better, more fluent. The speaking has always been good, so I think his
big improvements would be in the writing portion. When we talk about stories, or
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when we do the individual assessments, the quizzes, there's always a part where
they have to write, and he's been pretty good at that.
When asked what kind of factors he felt had contributed to some of his growth, Mr.
Martinez went on to explain:
I think he's expanding a lot in his vocabulary, so every story that we do has a
section of vocabulary, and we've been focusing a lot on that. For every story,
they have eight vocabulary words, new ones, so they have to study them, and they
have to know the definitions, and he's been learning to apply those vocabulary
words into his writing. I think that has helped. His comprehension as well, what
has helped is asking questions while we're reading it, whether it's one page,
whether it's a paragraph, not just letting it go. I ask questions about the story.
They write a small summary about that specific page, and then do a reading
technique which is the infer, the connect [inaudible 00:11:22]. We don't just read
and let it go, we read and we analyze each, whether it's a page or a paragraph,
depends what the story.
He asks a lot of questions, and he does, which is really good, but
sometimes I try to not help him as much. I want him to be a little bit independent
as well. He's willing to try, he's willing to make mistakes. He's not shy. I think
that's one of his greatest strengths is that he has a positive attitude, he's willing to
make mistakes to learn, and he just continues. He's a happy kid.
Through my observations in the classroom, I noticed the confidence as well as that he
asked a lot of questions.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. The curriculum for oral language
development for Ayub at CHS was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). The level at which
the students were placed varied, depending on language proficiency level and their
schedule. As an NEP2, Ayub was in the Oral Language C taught by Mr. Martinez. Ayub
was also in a sheltered biology class co-taught by Mr. Martinez. Instructional strategies
included direct and explicit instruction, whole-group instruction, peer mentoring,
differentiation, and scaffolding.
Eva: The exquisite flower.
Eva: I'm a senior, I graduate this year. My name is Eva. I don't like my name.
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Researcher: You don't?
Eva: No, I don't like it. I'm named after some singer that was popular when I was
born. That's why they named me like that, and I don't like it.
Researcher: If you could have any other name, what name would it be?
Eva: I don't know, maybe a name of a flower. I love flowers.
Eva, a 12th grader at Century High School, was a beautiful young Hispanic girl
who, like an exquisite flower, was just on the verge of blooming into a beautiful young
lady. Born in the United States, she started learning English when she went to
kindergarten in the school district. She had been in the same school district for her entire
schooling. Now, excited to be a senior this year and looking forward to graduating, she
spoke eloquently to me in English. She was very friendly, helpful, and outgoing, and as I
would learn later, very strong.
As an EL student identified as an LEP3, Eva should have been in the oral
language development class taught by a CLD teacher. However, due to budget and time
constraints, that was not an option. The CLD service that she did receive was a sheltered
math class taught by a math teacher who was certified as CLD. It was this math teacher,
as well as the lead CLD teacher, who I interviewed to gain a better understanding of
Eva’s background and language learning.
Eva was one of the students who I hadn’t had the chance to meet in person before
I started interviewing her teachers and observing her in class. I had checked several
times with the CLD teacher to see if she had returned the forms. There was a point where
I thought that I may need to find someone else because she hadn’t brought in the parent
form. One day, when I stopped by, the CLD teacher went to find her, and she stated that
she had the signed forms in her car and would go get them during her lunch break.
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Once I had the consent forms, I set up a time with the teacher of her sheltered
math class for an interview as well as an observation. After I interviewed her teacher,
Ms. Jill, I went to observe Eva in the classroom, and she was absent. We rescheduled. I
went again, and that day she was in the principal’s office. Her teacher joked that maybe I
could observe that meeting. By then, I was starting to worry. Would I ever have a
chance to observe her, let alone interview her? I checked her attendance record, and she
had numerous unexcused absences. Ms. Jill had also mentioned that she was having
some family issues. What was causing all the unexcused absences? Lack of motivation?
Senioritus--a common term used for when seniors in high school are about finished with
school and have apathy and lose motivation? What was it with Eva? Lack of caring?
Lack of motivation? I prematurely jumped to those assumptions.
I finally had the opportunity to observe Eva in the class. On the second day that I
was able to observe, I pulled her out of the class for a few minutes to introduce myself
and ask if she’d be able to meet with me for an interview. She was very friendly and
apologized for being absent the previous times. We decided on a time the next day to
meet during an elective class. I told her that I would email her Spanish teacher to
confirm that it would be okay for her to miss part of that class.
We then had the opportunity to meet up for an interview. We chatted all the way
to the library, with her asking me questions about myself and my research. Once we
settled into a comfy spot in the corner of the library, I asked her to tell me about herself.
I'm 17, I turn 18 in April. I have a little sister, she's 12. She goes to Bellamy
Elementary. I have a little dog, he's my companion. My parents just got
separated, it's really hard because it was a really long marriage. There was never
problems in the house. It's hard, especially senior year, I wanted them together,
you know. I mean, it's okay, we'll get over it. Right now, I'm with my mom, I'm
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not required to go with him as much as my sister is because she's smaller. I'm
with my mom, and we're hanging in there.
I'm still here in school. You have no idea how many times I wanted to get
out of school, I didn't have any motivation. Miss Sue, you know her? She
worked a lot with me and that's why I was in the principle's office because I had
attendance issues. I worked till really late, and I don't wake up on time, and she's
like no, you need . . . I'm in there now, my third block hour.
I want to be a dental assistant, hopefully, maybe I hope, we'll see how that
goes. I want to travel places, and I really want to see Paris. I want to go to Paris
and Europe and all those places.
I was surprised how comfortable she was in talking and sharing about herself. I
thought back to some of the interviews with EL students that were NEP, who shared only
one- or two-word answers. Eva’s language proficiency level was LEP3. The difference
in the language complexity and quantity was very noticeable.
Her teacher, Ms. Jill, described Eva.
She is really outgoing, and she knows when she doesn’t get it, and she knows
when she gets it, and so I think that’s great, because she just kind of understands
who she is as a student, and what she needs to work on as a student. That’s really,
really good on her part. Her weakness is just not believing in herself because she
beats herself up a lot. If she’s not perfect the first time or something like that, she
gets real frustrated with herself.
Language proficiency. According to WIDA ACCESS for ELLs, Eva’s overall
language proficiency level was 3.9, which categorized her as an LEP 3. Her reading level
was 2.7; writing, 4.5; speaking, 5.5; and listening, 3.4. When asked about what areas of
language were the easiest, Eva stated:
Eva: I think they're all easy. I think reading is a little difficult to me because
some words, I don't understand what they mean. I think the easiest would be
speaking.
Researcher: Okay. And, the most difficult is reading?
Eva: Reading. I can write it out pretty well. Reading, there are some words I get
stuck on.
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Researcher: How have you been growing and learning, developing in your
reading and your writing skills?
Eva: Here at school. Typing out essays and writing and reading. I don't know,
out of air sometimes, in reading classes or English classes, when they make us
look up words and stuff, it's easy for me because then I know what they mean
later on and stuff. From freshman year to now, I feel like it's improved way more.
Every year I feel like I learn much more. Not because you communicate with
people, but with what you are learning, so I feel like each time it gets better.
Curriculum and instructional strategies. Eva was the only student in this study
who did not receive oral language from a CLD teacher. The CLD support that she did
receive was a sheltered math class taught by a math teacher, Ms. Jill, who was certified as
CLD. When I asked the teacher what curriculum was used, she responded, “Algebra 1
does Engage New York, and geometry is kind of doing Engage New York, and they’ve
left us alone, which is nice, because I feel that we come up with really good stuff. . . . We
don’t just give worksheet after worksheet after worksheet type of stuff.” She worked
closely with the transitional algebra team to develop lessons that meet the needs of the
students. Instructional strategies included whole-group instruction, small-group
instruction, peer mentoring, differentiation, and scaffolding.
This section provided a description of the main characters of the study. The main
characters of this study on the language learning of a sample of students who are DHH
ELL and a sample of students who are ELL included the students who were DHH EL-May Le Aye, Maw, Malik, and Sophie--and the students were EL--Bae Meh, Eh Meh,
Ayub, and Eva. The next part is a brief description of the supporting characters, the
teachers and audiologist who worked with these students.
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Supporting Characters
The supporting characters in this story of the English learning of a sample of
students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL include six CLD
teachers, one sheltered instruction teacher, two TODs, and an audiologist. One thing they
all had in common was their passion for working with and teaching their students. They
genuinely cared for their students and provided a safe environment for learning and
growing. In this section, I provide a brief description for each of the supporting
characters. Even though they each are an integral part of the story, I listed them as
supporting characters. It was not all about the teaching, but more the learning of the
students that was the focus of this study. A deeper understanding of who these
supporting characters are as teachers is revealed through the discussion on instructional
strategies.
Ms. Kim
The first thing I noticed about Ms. Kim was her energy and passion for what she
does. Ms. Kim exuberated passion and style. As the CLD teacher at MRMS, one can tell
that she absolutely loved her students. She told me that she was trained in elementary,
but loves working with the middle school age students. Behind her energy and power
was a strong presence that she brought to the classroom. It was a positive, accepting
energy that bubbled over to the students whenever they stepped into the classroom. I felt
it myself when I walked into the room for our interview. Even though we had scheduled
her interview for after lunch, she had just warmed up a Mexican dish. When I mentioned
that I could wait until after she finished eating, she wanted to talk, she had so much to
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share about her students and their learning. She was teaching the newcomer Level and
Oral Language A classes and had May Le Aye in her class.
Ms. Mary
I had known and worked with Ms. Mary for several years. This was her first year
at MRMS. I was excited to catch up with her over her lunch break to see how things
were going in her new position as CLD teacher at the school. Usually very energetic and
bubbly, she appeared fatigued as I glanced into her classroom through the large wall of
windows. As soon as she saw me, a big smile lit up her face. We talked about personal
life and family for a few minutes and then jumped into the interview. She was very
talkative, and an energy came back as she shared the EL students and teaching strategies.
She’s very passionate about teaching and gets excited about making connections. She
brings a lot of knowledge and experience to her teaching. She had taught in Lithuania
through the Peace Corps. At MRMS, Ms. Mary taught the middle level Oral Language
courses and 7th grade sheltered Language Arts and had Bae Meh in her classes.
Mrs. Cummins
As the CLD teacher at MRMS Mrs. Cummins taught the higher level EL, Oral
language, level C as well as the sheltered language arts class. She had both Maw and Eh
Meh in her classes. I could tell from the first time I met Mrs. Cummins that she was very
organized and thorough in all that she did. She asked if she could email me the responses
for the interview. That way, she could reflect on the interview questions and provide
complete answers. I was hesitant at first, but then agreed, realizing that she was more
comfortable doing it that way. For the second interview, we met and interviewed in
person. In addition to being very organized, Mrs. Cummins reflected confidence and
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strength. She projected an inner strength that transfers to her students. On a wall in her
classroom is written the quote, “Perhaps I am stronger than I think,” by Thomas Merton.
Mrs. Holman. Mrs. Holman had just started in a new position as itinerant TOD
after the Christmas break. One of her schools was at MRMS working with May Le Aye.
Prior to this new position, she had taught at the district K-8 center-based program. I had
first met her in her previous position. She has been a TOD for many years, with a wide
range of knowledge and experience. She was very dedicated to her students. We had a
lot in common with similar backgrounds and experiences teaching students who are DHH
at various levels and in various settings. When we met for an interview, she was happy
to share all that she could about the program and May Le Aye, but at the same time,
frustrated that since she was new to the position and had only been working with May Le
Aye for a short period, she couldn’t provide more.
Mrs. Peters. I had first met Mrs. Peters at a training the summer before the
study. I felt that we had a kindred spirit when we first met. When I mentioned my
research at that time, she was extremely interested and told me to contact her when I
received final approval. She was more than happy to help me in any way that she could.
As an CLD teacher at Century High School for the past 19 years, she had gained a lot of
knowledge and experience. In addition to teaching EL students at the high school, she
had taught in the Republic of Marshall Islands as a Peace Corps volunteer and had
worked as a volunteer in an elementary and secondary school in Mexico. In her bio on
the school website, it stated that her students who come from countries throughout the
world inspire her every day with their enthusiasm for learning and for their eagerness to
share their cultures with her and their classmates.
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Ms. Ramirez. Ms. Ramirez was the CLD teacher at Century High school who
taught Malik and Sophie during their oral language classes. Her degree was in Spanish
with an emphasis in secondary education, and she had a teaching endorsement for
English as a second language. She had been teaching at the school for three years. Even
though she had been asking for her own classroom for the past three years, she was still
sharing rooms due to limited space. She had her desk in the room with Mr. Martinez;
however, she had to carry her teaching materials to various classrooms which were open
during her class times. She didn’t complain, but one could tell that it was wearing on her.
She appeared young and energetic with a passion for travel. She’s been to 11 different
countries and hopes to visit more in the near future.
Mr. Martinez. When I first met Mr. Martinez, he seemed more of a quiet
reserved young man. He shared a classroom with Ms. Ramirez. Both of their teacher
desks or work areas were in the back of the classroom. I had seen him quietly working at
his desk, intensely concentrating on his lesson planning when I met with Ms. Ramirez for
an interview. Mr. Martinez had taught Spanish for five years at a middle school, and now
had been at Century High school for the past 3 years teaching English Language
Acquisition (ELA). During his time at university, he had the opportunity to study in
Spain for 6 months and traveled the country and other European countries including
France, England, Portugal, and Morocco in North Africa. With his Hispanic background
and experience traveling to Spain and North Africa, he had some great connections with
his EL students, which were very noticeable during my observations in his classroom
with Ayub.
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Ms. Jill. Ms. Jill was the last teacher who I met up with for this study. Once I
received consent for research from Eva, I contacted Ms. Jill about observing Eva in her
classroom and setting up a time to interview. Ms. Jill was Eva’s sheltered instruction
teacher in Algebra. The first things I noticed were Ms. Jill’s pink flowered high heels. It
took me by surprise. I was expecting a more serious and seriously dressed teacher as a
math teacher. She exuberated fun! She enjoyed life and enjoyed math. I have never
enjoyed math, but she made learning math fun and had a great relationship with the
students, joking with them and helping them make connections. As a math teacher, she
has worked at Century High School for the past 11 years. She was awarded Teacher of
the Year two of those years. In addition to her Math degree, she also has a master’s in
Linguistically Diverse Education. Ms. Jill had great roots in the town. She was born and
raised there and now lived there with her husband and her dogs. Her grandfather, uncle,
and brother all graduated from the same high school where she now taught.
Ms. Paula. Ms. Paula, the TOD who taught at Century High School, met me in
her office, which was tucked away in the back of the library. Her office area matched her
laid-back personality. She appeared very easy going and nothing seemed to faze her.
Even though she had been working in the district for 20 years, this was in her first year at
the high school. She stated that she really enjoyed working with this age group. She had
previously taught at the K-8th grade center-based program. Throughout her teaching
career, she had taught every grade from preschool through high school. One could tell
that she truly loved what she did. She had a great relationship with the students and staff.
She was excited to take the time to share with me all about Malik and Sophie and the
DHH program at the school. She took the time to sort through records and help me
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navigate the complicated high school schedule. Together, we figured out the days and
times that would work best to observe and meet with the students. We decided that time
during her reading time would be the best. In her biography on her school website she
states, “I find great pleasure in helping others love to learn, learn to read and love to
read.”
Audiologist. I had first met Ms. Lori when I contacted her about help with
identifying possible research participants. Since Maw wasn’t on an IEP serviced by a
TOD, I followed up with Ms. Lori to learn more about Maw’s audiological background
and needs. Ms. Lori worked at a district office with another educational audiologist.
This was the same building where Mrs. Holman was an itinerant TOD had her office. If
there was ever an efficient multi-tasker, it was Ms. Lori! As I walked into her office at
our scheduled time to meet, she was busy working on several different tasks. I sat down
on a comfortable chair as she asked me, “How can I help? What do you want to know?”
As I asked her questions, she would answer them and/or pick up the phone to ask an
office manager to bring her a file, or ask another lady, who was shadowing her while
finishing her doctorate in audiology, if she wouldn’t mind making a few copies for me.
As I walked out of her office, I felt that I had been in a whirlwind, but I left with all my
questions answered as well as copies of the documents I needed for my document
analysis. Ms. Lori sure was a “get it done” kind of woman. I thoroughly enjoyed
meeting her.
The supporting characters in this study included six CLD teachers, Ms. Kim, Ms.
Mary, Mrs. Cummins, Mrs. Peters, Ms. Ramirez, and Mr. Martinez, one sheltered
instruction teacher, Ms. Jill, two TODs, Ms. Paula and Mrs. Holman, and an audiologist,
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Ms. Lori. After meeting with each of them, I was impressed with their passion for
working with and teaching their students. Through observations of curriculum and
instructional strategies used, I gained an appreciation for all that the teachers do for their
students.
Cross-case Analysis
This section provides a cross-case analysis of students who are DHH EL and
students who are EL. I first provide an analysis of the similarities and differences for the
sample of students who are DHH EL. I then provide an analysis of the similarities and
differences for the sample of students who are EL. A cross-case analysis of the
similarities and differences between the two groups is then presented.
Students Who are Deaf/Hard of
Hearing English Learners
The students who are DHH EL were May Le Aye, a 6th grade female at MRMS,
Maw, an 8th grade female at MRMS, Malik, a 10th grade male at CHS, and Sophie, a 12th
grade female at CHS. May Le Aye and Maw both came from refugee camps in South
East Asia. May Le Aye’s home language was Burmese, and Maw’s home language was
Karen. Malik came from a refugee camp in Tanzania when he was 9 years old. His
home language was Kirundi. Sophie was born in the United States and started learning
English when she began kindergarten. Her home language was Spanish. Due to their
hearing loss and mode of communication, not all of the students were able to access their
home language to the full extent. The students who are DHH EL came from different
backgrounds and home languages and ranged from 6th grade through 12th grade.
All of the students who are DHH EL had been diagnosed with a hearing loss and
fit with hearing aids. May Le Aye had a mild to moderate conductive hearing loss. She
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was recently fit with bilateral hearing aids at the age of 11. She had faithfully worn the
hearing aids and fully relied on them to access language. Maw had a mild to severe
hearing loss, which is considered a “cookie bite” in which the lower and higher
frequencies are mild with a severe hearing loss in the mid frequency range which affects
sounds such as /th/, /sh/, and /t/. Maw was diagnosed with a hearing loss and was fitted
with hearing aids when she was 10 years old. During the past year, Maw had not
consistently worn her hearing aids. Both her teacher and audiologist relayed frustration
that she was not wearing them. Malik had a bilateral moderate to severe hearing loss. He
was identified with a hearing loss before relocating to his school from a refugee camp.
He consistently wore bilateral hearing aids. He used both oral and sign language to
communicate. Sophie had a bilateral severe hearing loss. She was identified with a
hearing loss at 4 years old. She also consistently wore her hearing aids and relied on
them as well as sign language to communicate. All of the students had been diagnosed
with a hearing loss and fit with hearing aids. They displayed differing types and degrees
of hearing loss, and all but one, consistently wore and depended on their hearing aids.
With the exception of Maw, all of the students who are DHH EL were receiving
services from a TOD. May Le Aye worked with the itinerant TOD, Mrs. Holman.
According to her IEP, May Le Aye was to receive two hours a week of service. Mrs.
Holman felt strongly that she needed to be seen more than that and worked with May Le
Aye as much as her schedule allowed. She was seeing May Le Aye for a half-hour three
times a week, but ideally would liked to have worked with her 45 minutes every day.
Malik and Sophie were placed in the center-based program at the high school and
received services by the TOD, Ms. Paula, for at least 16 hours per week. Maw, on the
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other hand, did not receive services by a TOD. In order to for a student to qualify to
receive services, a determination of academic need is required. Maw was on grade level
academically. The audiologist explained that Maw was already classified as limited
English proficient before her hearing loss. She stated, “I think that since she was doing
so well, they just decided ‘let's not add her on an IEP. We don't think she needs those
services; we just need to work on some English skills.’” She was receiving consult
services and support from the audiologist for her hearing and audiology needs.
All of the students received services from a CLD teacher for English language
development. The curriculum varied, depending on whether the students were at the
middle school or high school level. The curriculum for the two students at MRMS was
Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). The curriculum for the two students at CHS was The
Edge (Moore et al., 2014). The level at which the students were placed varied, depending
on language proficiency level and their schedule. May Le Aye was in Oral Language A,
and Maw was in Oral Language C. At the high school, Sophie and Malik were both
placed in Oral Language C. Sophie had been in Oral Language C the year before and
was taking this class again. For Malik, the Oral Language C was too hard; however, due
to scheduling conflicts, he had to be placed in the higher group.
As stated earlier, not all of the students received services from a TOD. The
support they received depended on placement, needs, and availability. Malik and Sophie
were at the center-based program at CHS and received instruction through the TOD in
reading and math as well as an academic lab time. The TOD also co-taught biology. The
curriculum in reading was Reading Mastery Signature Edition. May Le Aye received
services from the itinerant TOD, and Maw received consult services from the audiologist.
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Language proficiency was assessed through WIDA ACCESS. In regards to their
language proficiency levels as determined by WIDA ACCESS, the students who were
DHH EL ranged from NEP to LEP4. May Le Aye, Malik, and Sophie were NEP, and
Maw was an LEP4. At the end of my time collecting data, the new WIDA scores for the
January assessment were released. All of the students who are DHH EL showed growth.
May Le Aye’s overall language proficiency score increased from 2.0 to 2.6. Maw’s
overall language proficiency score increased from 4.4 to 4.9. As for Malik, this was his
first time taking the WIDA ACCESS, so we don’t have complete scores to report; but
from his WIDA W-APT, which scored him as an NEP, his WIDA ACCESS score of 3.9
brought him up to an LEP. Sophie’s overall language proficiency level grew from a 2.4
to 3.7.
When attempting to determine the reading levels of students who are DHH EL, I
found it somewhat challenging. I went into the research thinking that I would ask, and I
would get a clean, dry cut answer. I was wrong. When I asked about reading levels, the
CLD teachers responded with the WIDA ACCESS reading proficiency level. When I
asked the principals, they thought that the recent standardized assessment would not give
me an accurate picture. This was the second year it was used, and the first-year testing
was undertaken on computers. There were so many difficulties with the administration of
the test that they felt it would not be accurate. When asked what other measures could be
used to determine reading levels or scores, I still didn’t get a clear answer. After asking
around and checking with multiple sources, I found that for the students in the middle
school, Achieve 3000 was used to benchmark and progress monitor their Lexile levels.
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Through Achieve 3000 scores, May Le Aye had a reading Lexile score of 120L,
and Maw had a reading Lexile score of 695L. In addition, I looked at the state
standardized test for achievement in the area of English Language Arts/Literacy. I was
not able to access Sophie’s test scores; however, Maw received a score of 2 (partially met
expectations). Malik and May Le Aye received a score of 1 (did not yet meet
expectations).
For the students who were on IEPs such as Malik, Sophie, and May Le Aye, I was
able to get a reading level through Aims Web. Ms. Paula, Malik and Sophie’s TOD,
shared with me that they were at a 4th grade reading level. The curriculum used with
Malik and Sophie for reading, RMSE, was at the 4th grade level. May Le Aye was at the
2nd grade reading level. Instructional strategies used to develop language in the sample of
students who are DHH EL included whole-group instruction, small-group instruction,
one-on-one instruction, direct explicit teaching, scaffolding, and some peer mentoring.
Table 5
Students Who are DHH ELs: Similarities and Differences
Similarities

All have hearing loss and fitted with hearing
aids

Differences

Different backgrounds/home languages
Ability to access home language

All received services by CLD teacher
Different types/degrees of hearing loss
Instructional Strategies--scaffolding
Three were on IEP, one was not
Language accessed through WIDA
All showed growth in language proficiency
levels
Collaboration

Different placement/services from TOD based
on academic and audiology needs
Curriculum; RMSE; Engage NY; Inside the
USA
Reading accessed by Aims web/Achieve 3000
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Students Who are English Learners
The students who are EL in this study were Bae Meh, a 7th grade female at
MRMS, Eh Meh, an 8th grade female at MRMS, Ayub, a 9th grade male at CHS, and Eva,
a 12th grade female at CHS. Bae Meh and Eh Meh were both from refugee camps in
South Asia. Bae Meh’s home language was Karenni, and she came to the U.S. when she
was 7 years old. Eh Meh’s home language was Karen, and she came to the U.S. when
she was 8 years old. Ayub’s home language was Somali, and he came here from a
refugee camp in Kenya when he was 9 years old. Eva was born in the U.S. and started
learning English when she began kindergarten in the school district. Her home language
was Spanish. All of the students appeared to have a good foundation with L1 at home.
The students who were EL came from different backgrounds, had different home
languages, and ranged from 7th grade to 12th grade.
The placement and ELD support varied among the EL students. Eh Meh and Bae
Meh both were in sheltered English classes as well as oral language with a CLD teacher.
As an NEP2, Ayub was in the Oral Language C. After Oral Language C, students went
to English 9. Ayub was also in a sheltered history class which was also co-taught by Mr.
Martinez. Eva was not placed in an oral language development course. This was mainly
due to lack of resources. She did, however, have a sheltered math class taught by Ms.
Jill.
The curriculum for oral language development for the two students at MRMS was
Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). The curriculum for oral language development for
Ayub at CHS was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). The level at which the students were
placed varied, depending on their language proficiency level and their schedule.
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The language proficiency levels for the students who are EL was determined by
the WIDA ACCESS, which is administered each January. The results of that assessment
are typically released in April. In regards to the language proficiency levels, the students
who are ELs ranged from NEP2 to LEP4. According to WIDA ACCESS, Bae Meh was
an LEP3 with an overall language proficiency level of 3.3; Eh Meh was an LEP4 with
and overall language proficiency level of 4.1; Ayub was an NEP2 with an overall
language proficiency level of 2.9; Eva was an LEP3 with an overall proficiency level of
3.9. With the release of the WIDA ACCESS scores from the January assessment, none
of the students who are EL made growth in their language proficiency levels. In fact, all
of the students’ language proficiency scores went down. Bae Meh went from a 3.3 to 3.2.
Eh Meh went from a 4.1 to 3.8. Ayub went from a 2.9 to 2.7. Eva had the greatest drop,
from 3.9 to 2.2.
The reading levels for the students who are EL were more difficult to determine.
The students at MRMS were assessed and provided a Lexile level through Achieve 3000.
As stated previously, Bae Meh had a reading Lexile level of 225L. Eh Meh had a reading
Lexile level of 515L. In addition, Eh Meh’s CLD teacher, Mrs. Cummins, stated that Eh
Meh was reading on grade level. In determining their reading levels, Mrs. Cummins used
a combination of Six Minute Fluency and the San Diego Quick check along with Achieve
3000. For the EL students at CHS, I was not able to determine or locate a reading Lexile
level. When asked about the reading level for Ayub and Eva, their CLD teachers
responded with the language proficiency level in reading from the WIDA ACCESS. I
asked the assistant principal what would be the best source to find the reading levels of
the ELs. She responded that she felt that the results from the standardized testing would
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not be an accurate picture of the students’ reading abilities. She referred me to Aims
Web for the students who were DHH EL, but didn’t know of any other assessment that
was used to determine reading levels for students who were not on an IEP. I proceeded
to look at the state standardized assessment to get an idea of how the students scored. I
was not able to get the score for Eva’s assessment, but Bae Meh, Eh Meh, and Ayub had
each received a score which was rated “did not yet meet expectations for English
Language Arts/Literacy.”
The grade level or reading levels of the curriculum used for instruction were also
difficult to determine for the students who are ELs. Mrs. Cummins, the CLD teacher for
both Eh Meh (an EL) and Maw (an DHH EL), stated that the curriculum level was about
grade level. When asked about the reading level of the curriculum used with Ayub, Mr.
Martinez told me that it was Corrective Reading/ Foundational Language Arts Level B-2.
I didn’t really get a clear answer from any of the CLD teachers. Maybe I wasn’t clear in
my questioning, although I even followed up with an email to try to get a clearer answer.
I was looking for a reading “grade” level of the curriculum. One of the CLD teachers
wasn’t sure, but thought that it might be stated in the curriculum itself. I looked, but
couldn’t find it. Instructional strategies used to develop language in the sample of
students who are EL included whole-group instruction, small-group instruction, explicit
teaching, direct instruction, peer mentoring, and scaffolding.
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Table 6
Students Who are ELs: Similarities and Differences

Similarities

Differences

Language assessed through WIDA

Different backgrounds/home languages

All did not shown growth in language
proficiency levels

All did not receive Oral Language
Development classes (Eva)

Instructional strategies--scaffolding

Curriculum

Collaboration

Reading levels assessed

Students Who are Deaf/Hard of
Hearing English Learners and
Students Who are English
Learners
After examining the similarities and differences of the sample of students who are
DHH EL and the similarities of the sample of students who are EL, I compared the
similarities and differences between the two groups through a cross-case analysis. The
similarities between the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students
who are EL included how language was assessed, the instructional strategies used, and
the collaboration made between providers. The differences between the sample of
students who are DHH EL and the sample of students who are EL included how the
reading levels were determined and assessed, the growth in language proficiency levels,
and curriculum and placement (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Students Who are DHH EL and Students Who are ELs: Similarities and Differences.

Similarities

Differences

Language assessed through WIDA

Different backgrounds, home languages

Instructional strategies: explicit
instruction and scaffolding

Access to home language and
communication

Collaboration

Placement
Curriculum
Reading levels
How reading levels assessed/determined
Growth/lack of growth in language
proficiency levels

Similarities
The similarities between the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample
of students who are EL included how language was assessed, instructional strategies
used, and collaboration. In answering the research question on how language was
assessed, it was found that language was assessed through the WIDA ACCESS for both
the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students who are ELL. As
stated previously, this assessment provided a proficiency level ranging from NEP1 to
LEP3 in the areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. Those proficiency levels
were then used to determine placement and curriculum to develop those language
proficiency levels.
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Instructional strategies used to develop language was another similarity that
emerged between the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students
who are EL. Instructional strategies included direct instruction, explicit instruction,
whole-class and group-work instruction, and peer mentoring. Instructional strategies also
included a variety of scaffolding tasks. A more in depth description of instructional
strategies and scaffolding will be provided later in this chapter.
Collaboration was another similarity that emerged through data analysis of
interviews, observations, and document analysis. In all cases, some degree of
collaboration was evident in the support of language development for the students who
were DHH EL and the students who were EL. The term collaboration may not have been
explicitly stated during interviews. However, collaboration was implied as it was also
very evident through observations and document analysis. Collaboration existed between
the CLD teachers, the TODs, the general education teachers, the audiologists, and the
language interpreters.
Differences
The differences between the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample
of students who are EL included placement of students, curriculum used to develop
language, how reading levels were assessed/determined, and growth in language
proficiency levels. As stated earlier, it was difficult to determine how reading levels were
determined and assessed. In addition, not all students had a first language that was
supported at home due to their hearing loss as compared to the students who were EL.
The students who are EL had a first language that was supported at home. They
were able to access the communication. This was not the same for some of the students
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who are DHH EL. Due to their hearing loss and mode of communication, their first
language was not supported at home, and they did not have the same access to language
as the students who are EL.
Placement for students who are DHH EL and students who are EL varied,
depending on the language proficiency level and the special education services needed as
well as available resources. The placement varied for the students who are DHH EL.
The support they received depended on placement, needs, and availability of resources.
Not all of the students who are DHH EL received services from a TOD. Malik and
Sophie were at the center-based program at CHS and received instruction through the
TOD in reading and math as well as an academic lab time. The TOD also co-taught
biology. May Le Aye received support from the itinerant TOD, and Maw received
consultation from the audiologist. The placement and CLD support varied among the EL
students. Ayub, an NEP2, was in Oral Language C. He was also in a sheltered history
class, which was also co-taught by Mr. Martinez. Eva was in a sheltered math class
taught by Ms. Jill. Eva was not placed in an oral language development course due to a
lack of resources. Eh Meh was in oral language, and Bae Meh was in oral language. In
addition, they both were in sheltered English courses taught by a CLD teacher.
The curriculum used varied, depending on the level and focus of the language
development. The curriculum used for oral language development in the areas of
listening, speaking, reading, and writing at the middle school level was Inside the USA
(Short et al., 2012). The curriculum used for oral language level at the high school level
was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). For literacy, Engage New York was used at the
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middle school level. Reading Mastery Signature Edition was taught by the TOD at the
high school for the students who are DHH EL to develop their reading skills.
As stated previously, it was difficult to determine the reading levels of the
participants and how the reading levels were assessed and determined. When asked the
reading level of the sample of students who were DHH EL and the sample of students
who are EL, most teachers responded with the proficiency level provided by WIDA
ACCESS scores in the area of reading. The students who were DHH EL and were on an
IEP, a reading level was determined through AIMSweb, at least in the case of Malik and
Sophie at the center-based program at CHS.
The proficiency levels of the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample
of students who are EL ranged from NEP1 to LEP4. Language levels were determined
using WIDA ACCESS for ELL. Within those levels, proficiency levels varied in the
areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. Table 8 provides the students’
proficiency levels.
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Table 8
WIDA ACCESS Scores: Proficiency Levels

Student

Overall
2015 2016

Listening
2015 2016

Speaking
2015 2016

Reading
2015 2016

Writing
2015
2016

May Le Aye

2.0

2.6

2.9

3.4

1.8

2.3

1.8

2.9

2.5

2.3

Maw

4.4

4.9

3.9

3.9

4.7

6.0

5.1

5.7

4.1

4.2

Malik

---*

3.9

---

3.9

---

6.0

---

3.2

---

3.1

Sophie

2.4

3.7

(4.0)

2.9

2.8

2.8

1.9

2.8

2.0

4.4

Bae Meh

3.3

3.2

3.8

3.4

3.8

2.6

2.7

2.7

3.4

3.6

Eh Meh

4.1

3.8

4.9

3.9

3.5

2.8

5.0

3.8

3.8

3.9

Ayub

2.9

2.7

5.0

3.1

3.9

4.1

1.9

1.9

3.5

2.9

Eva

3.9

2.2

3.4

3.5

5.4

2.7

2.7

2.4

4.5

1.8

*Previously took WIDA WAPT in which he scored as NEP.
In an effort to gain a deeper insight into the language learning of a sample of
students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL and the similarities and
differences between them, the participants were asked what they felt was the easiest and
hardest for them in terms of language learning. The teachers were also asked what they
felt were the students’ strengths and weaknesses (see Table 9). The teachers often
responded with strengths and/or weaknesses beyond language learning in the four areas
with comments such as “social,” “outgoing,” “asks questions,” and “not believing in
herself.”
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Table 9
Participants’ Perspectives on Strengths and Weaknesses
Student Perspective

Participant

Easiest

Hardest

Teacher Perspective

Strengths

Weaknesses

May Le Aye

Reading/listening

Writing

Social

“a lot of gaps”

Maw

Speaking

Writing

Outgoing

“in terms of
reading, reads
too fast”

Malik

Writing

Speaking in
English

Receptive sign
language;
asking
questions or
asking for help
(TOD)

Writing (TOD)

Sophie

Writing

Reading and
“listening”

Good at speaking
and signing
receptively and
expressively

Writing
“behind in
reading” (TOD)

Bae Meh

Reading

Writing

Social English,
not afraid to
try/willing to
try

Difficulty staying
on task

Eh Meh

Reading

Writing

Writing has
become a
strength, and
reading

Speaking

Ayub

Writing

Speaking in front Asks questions;
of people
attitude
towards
school,
motivation

Reading, reading
comprehension

Eva

“all easy”
speaking

Reading more
difficult
because of the
words

“Not believing in
herself,” “gets
frustrated with
herself”

“Outgoing,
understands
who she is as a
student”;
“knows when
she gets it and
when she
doesn’t”
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Themes that Emerged from the Study
This section of the chapter focuses on the description of themes that emerged
from the data and cross-case analysis. The major themes that emerged were: (a)
curriculum, (b) instructional strategies, (c) language levels, (d) reading levels, (e) safe
environment, (f) social language, (g) routines and procedures, and (h) collaboration. In
addition to these major themes, additional areas emerged. Even though they were not
present in all cases of the cross-case analysis, the identification and placement of students
was of interest and deserve mentioning.
Curriculum
In order to answer part of the research question regarding what curriculum was
used (Research Question 1), I conducted interviews, observed instruction, and examined
the curriculum through document analysis. As stated earlier, the curriculum used to
develop language in the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students
who are EL was determined at the district level. The curriculum used for oral language
development in the areas of listening, speaking, reading, and writing at the middle school
level was Inside the USA (Short et al., 2012). The curriculum used for oral language
level at the high school level was The Edge (Moore et al., 2014). For literacy, Engage
New York was used at the middle school level. For the students who are DHH EL at the
high school, Reading Mastery Signature Edition (RMSE) was taught by the TOD to
develop their reading skills.
Instructional Strategies
In order to answer part of the research question on what instructional strategies
are used (Research Question 1), I conducted interviews and observed each participant in
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two different classrooms with an average of 45 minutes each time. I observed instruction
in five different classes in oral language development, two sheltered English classes, and
one sheltered math class. I also observed the reading class taught by the TOD as well as
pull-out instruction by the itinerant TOD. Based on observations, interviews, and
document analysis, instructional strategies included direct explicit instruction, wholeclass and small-group instruction, peer mentoring, and scaffolding. The extent to which
these strategies were utilized varied. The instruction that included more strategies also
had higher expectations and academic rigor. Instruction provided by the EL teachers had
much higher expectations and academic rigor in the oral language development courses
as compared to the instruction provided by the TODs.
Direct and explicit instruction with whole and small groups was used to develop
the language in the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students who
are EL. Examples of explicit instruction included reviewing previous learning, skills and
knowledge, presenting new materials in small steps, modeling procedures and
expectations, guided practices, and re-teaching when necessary. All of the classes I
observed used a combination of whole- and small-group instruction. A majority of the
time, the instruction started with a bridging activity such as “do now” or an anticipatory
guide, which led into whole-group instruction. After the whole-group instruction,
students worked either in small groups of 4-6 or with a peer.
Instructional strategies that incorporated scaffolding included the different types
of scaffolding such as modeling, bridging, metacognitive development, schema building,
contextualization, and text representation as described by Walqui (2008). The types of
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scaffolding that were the most prevalent in instruction were those of modeling, bridging,
and schema building.
Modeling included showing a completed assessment, correct pronunciation of
vocabulary words, visuals of vocabulary, and the use of sentence frames to complete
thoughts. One example of modeling provided by Ms. Cummings during a lesson in
writing was to show the layout of the final draft as seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1. An example of scaffolding through modeling.
Scaffolding through bridging and schema building was also used frequently.
Bridging activities were often used at the beginning of a lesson or with a new concept to
connect to students’ prior knowledge. Schema building was used to help students
organize their learning through various graphic organizers such as compare and contrast
and vocabulary templates. Mrs. Cummins used a graphic organizer when students
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worked on comparing and contrasting themes in one of her lessons. Ms. Kim used a
graphic organizer when introducing and developing vocabulary. These are just a few
examples of how scaffolding through bridging and schema building was used to develop
language of the participants.

Figure 2. An example of scaffolding through bridging and schema building.
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Figure 3. An example of scaffolding through and schema building.
Language Levels
Language levels of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of
students who are EL were determined using WIDA ACCESS for ELL. The language
proficiency levels of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who
are EL ranged from NEP1 to LEP4. These proficiency levels were assessed in the areas
of reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Within those areas, the proficiency levels
varied. One aspect of the language proficiency was that of reading. The reading levels is
the next theme that is discussed.
Reading Levels
The reading levels of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of
students who are EL were difficult to determine. There wasn’t a definitive answer when I
asked what the reading levels of the participants were and how those reading levels were
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determined or assessed. As stated earlier, the reading levels for the sample of students at
the middle school level were assessed through Achieve 3000. Those students were May
Le Aye, Maw, Bae Meh, and Eh Meh. Through Achieve 3000 scores, May Le Aye had a
reading Lexile score of 120L, and Maw had a reading Lexile score of 695L. Bae Meh
had a reading Lexile level of 225L. Eh Meh had a reading Lexile level of 515L. The
sample of students who were on an IEP were progress monitored through Aims Web.
The students who had a AIMSweb were Malik and Sophie.
When asked what the reading levels were of the sample of students, almost all of
the CLD teachers referred to the reading proficiency level provided through WIDA
ACCESS. One exception was in the response of Mrs. Cummins who taught Oral
Language C with Maw and Eh Meh; she determined her students’ instructional level for
reading using the San Diego Quick Assessment. Using the San Diego Quick Assessment,
she determined that both Eh Meh and Maw were almost at grade level. Although reading
levels were difficult to determine, I was able to get some sense of where each of the
students were in their reading ability.
Social Language
The one thing that surprised me was the use of social language in the participants’
home or their first language. In almost all of my observations, whenever there was a
break in instruction or any down time, participants spoke to a peer in their home language
or, in the case of the two students who are DHH EL, their common language, ASL. For
example, I noticed May Le Aye talking with her peers during an observation. Her
teacher, Ms. Kim, shared, “A lot of what she does, what I've seen in the classroom, is that
she does speak a lot of Burmese with, there's a couple other students in there that speak
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Burmese. She speaks a lot of her native language.” During my observation in the
reading class with the TOD, this was also evident. This class included four students who
are DHH and used sign language and three students who are not DHH. When
conversation included everyone in the class, Malik and Sophie used voice and sign
language when answering questions. However, when the teacher stepped out of the class
for a minute, they both turned and communicated only through sign language with the
other students who signed, and the conversation was on social aspects rather than
educational learning. The use of social language during down time in instruction in the
language they felt most comfortable with was a theme that emerged.
Safe Environment
A safe environment where the students could be themselves, learn, and make
mistakes was evident throughout interviews and observations. The teachers had
developed relationships that were supportive and nurturing. All of the teachers took the
time to get to know the students and took the time to establish a community in the
classroom. Those relationships helped create a safe environment where the students felt
safe and supported. Ms. Mary made the comment that even though Bae Meh struggled,
“She has the support that she needs. She’s in a good environment.”
When asked about factors that have contributed to May Le Ayes growth, Ms. Kim
responded, “When she’s in here, she’s around other kids that have similar backgrounds. I
think that’s helped her out. It’s a good social piece, being around kids that are like her
make her very comfortable and confident.” When asked what factors she felt have
contributed to the growth of her students, Mrs. Cummins shared, “a safe, accepting
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classroom environment.” When asked about how she develops the expressive and
receptive language of her students, Mrs. Cummins explained,
I also think that building a relationship with students is very important, as well as
building a sense of community in the classroom. Establishing that sense of
community is so important. Otherwise, students won’t feel comfortable speaking
up and potentially making a mistake in your class!
Mrs. Cummins said of Eh Meh that “over time, she’s gotten more comfortable,
she’s gotten more and more comfortable with asking adults for help.” That was evident
when I observed in one of her classes. I was sitting in the back of the class trying to
quietly take notes as an observer only. Eh Meh shyly glanced over at me and asked me to
come over and look at her writing. At that point, I switched over from being an observer
to being a participant observer. I was glad to see that she felt comfortable enough to ask.
At the high school, Mr. Martinez shared about Ayub and the classes that he
taught. “One of the things, in that class, I think he feels very comfortable. I think that’s
number one within our classes. They have to feel comfortable.” Ms. Jill shared the same
thing about Eva and her sheltered math class when asked about what factors she
attributed to Eva’s growth. “I just think she’s really comfortable in this class. . . . I think
the comfort level is there, and I always feel like my sheltered classes become more of a
cohesive family than my other classes that are just going fast and moving on.” Ms. Jill
went on to explain that she feels that in the smaller class settings, the students have more
of an opportunity to get to know each other and know that other students are struggling as
well. A safe environment where students could grow and thrive appeared to be very
important to all the participants.
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Routines and Procedures
The routines and procedures that had been established in the learning
environments added to the safe environment for the students. Some of the routines and
procedures were more established in classes as compared to others. However, each
classroom had some kind of structure in place that provided direction and guidance to the
students as to the expectations. These structures included procedures such as when and
how materials were distributed, where to sit, and the expectations for behavior. During
my observations, I was in each classroom at least twice. Some of the classes I was in
four times when two of the participants were in the same class. Each time I returned, the
same routine and procedures were in place, which also gave me a sense of comfort.
Collaboration
One common thread that resonated through data was that of collaboration. The
CLD teachers collaborated with the TODs, and they both collaborated with general
education teachers. Collaboration took place through open conversations, emails, and
team meetings. Some of the collaboration included co-teaching in sheltered classrooms.
The EL teachers co-taught in general education classes such as language and social
studies. The TOD at CHS co-taught with the general education teachers in science. In
addition, the teachers collaborated with the sign language interpreters and the language
interpreters who assisted in the classrooms.
Other: Identification and Placement
With the identification of students who are EL, there is a clear-cut process
required by law. The process started with the home language survey that parents
completed when enrolling their child. Once it was identified on the home language
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survey that another language was used at home, the student was given a screening to
determine language proficiency. This screening through WIDA was called the WIDA
ACCESS Placement Test (W-APT). Educators utilized this instrument in making
decisions regarding identification and placement of students. Mrs. Peters, the CLD
teacher at Century High School, explained the process of identification for classification
as EL.
They're identified through their home language survey. If they indicate another
language, I'm required to test them. First, I talk to the student. If it's a student
who has been born in the U.S. and they might have Spanish. I don't know if
you've ever seen the home language survey.
As a CLD teacher myself, I was familiar with the home language survey to
identify students who needed to be tested for identification and placement. I also
examined the home language surveys of the participants in this study through document
analysis. Mrs. Peters went on to describe the process of identification.
We use WAPT, for after the family fills out the home language survey. If they
have Spanish or another language besides English, then usually I do the testing.
From that, I determine, after scoring it, I determine their level and where they
need to be placed. That's done within a few days of them enrolling in school.
There's like four or five questions. If another language is indicated, to test
that student or determine if that student should be tested. They take a test called
WAPT, and it comes from WIDA. They're tested in listening, speaking, reading,
and writing. However, if they're NEP1, you don't go on with the listening,
reading, and writing.
There was also a process for identification of students who are DHH through
special education and the development of an IEP. The process does not appear to be as
clear-cut as in the identification of students who are DHH who were already identified as
EL, and visa versa, as in the case of Malik, who was first identified as DHH, and Maw,
who was first identified as EL and later identified as having a hearing loss. The
audiologist, Ms. Lori explained.
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Usually, if they're diagnosed with a hearing loss and they're on an IEP, then we
will ask for like a special amendment or a discussion with parents to add
audiology or TOD services, whatever is appropriate.
When it's the other direction, like Maw where she's diagnosed with a
hearing loss, has hearing aids, I usually get in contact with their advisor and [just
ask], “What are you seeing?” My understanding is they can't just have a hearing
loss and be on an IEP. They have to have a hearing loss, and there's a whole list
of other factors. They have to be struggling in school or speech delay or, I mean,
there has to be more than just the hearing loss. What will happen is I will contact
the case manager, and then usually, we'll kind of discuss what is this. Is it a
hearing loss, is it English as a first, English as a second language? Then, we'll
kind of decide what's best from there. Maw was like I said, 5th grade that she was
diagnosed, and they kind of decided at that time they were more concerned about
the fluency, the English fluency issue, being primary to the hearing loss.
The sample of students who are DHH EL varied with their identifications. May
Le Aye was identified first as EL when she started school upon arrival in the U.S. The
language spoken at home was Burmese. Sophie was identified as having a hearing loss at
age 4 and identified as EL when she started school in kindergarten. Her home language
was Spanish. Malik was identified as DHH before arriving at the school district. He
wasn’t identified as EL until he started in 9th grade at the high school. His CLD teacher
noticed on his home language survey that a language other than English was spoken at
home and proceeded to screen him using the W-APT.
The identification and placement of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a
sample of students who are EL was not an area that emerged as a major theme across all
participants. However, it emerged as an area of interest that came up with a few of the
participants. It appeared that when it comes to identification and placement of students
who are DHH EL, there was not a clear process.
This section of the chapter described the themes that emerged from the data and
cross-case analysis. The major themes that emerged from the data and cross-case
analysis were (a) curriculum, (b) instructional strategies, (c) language levels, (d) reading
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levels, (e) safe environment, (f) social language, (g) routines and procedures, and (h)
collaboration. In addition to these major themes, the areas of identification and
placement of students were also described.
In this chapter, I provided a thick description of the setting and participants. This
description included information on the school district, the two schools, and the
programming in the areas of CLD and DHH. I also described the sample of students who
are DHH EL and the sample of students who are EL as well as the teachers for each of
the students. Within this description, I provided findings from the study as they related to
the research questions. A cross-case analysis of the sample of students who are DHH and
the sample of students who are EL highlighted similarities and differences. Similarities
included how language was assessed, what instructional strategies were used, and the
presence of collaboration. Differences included placement of students, curriculum used
to develop language, how reading levels were assessed/determined, and growth in
language proficiency levels. In addition, not all students had a first language that was
supported at home due to their hearing loss as compared to the students who were EL. I
concluded this chapter with a section on themes that emerged from the study.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION/DISCUSSION

Introduction
As stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was to explore the English
learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL.
Specifically, I wanted to learn how English language was assessed and the language
proficiency levels determined, what the reading levels were, what curriculum and
instructional strategies were used, and the similarities and differences of a sample of
students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL. The English language
learning of eight students, four who were DHH EL and four who were EL, was
examined.
In this chapter, I discuss the results from this study. These results have
implications for educators working with students who are DHH EL as well as students
who are EL. Recommendations for policy and practice are discussed. I offer limitations
of the study as well as recommendations for future research.
Discussion/Addressing the Research Questions
This section includes a discussion of the findings related to the research questions.
For this study, I examined the English learning of selected students. Data were collected
through observations, individual semi-structured interviews, and data analysis. Data
were analyzed using a within-case and cross-case analysis. Through the data collected,
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several themes emerged relating to the language learning of the sample of students who
are DHH EL and the sample of students who are EL.
The sample of students for this study included four students who are DHH EL and
four students who are EL. Six of them were female, and two were male. They ranged
from grade 6 through grade 12. In Chapter II, the term “influencers of diversity” was
discussed as it relates to students who are culturally and linguistically diverse (Becker &
Bowen, 2015; Leigh, 2008) (see Chapter II, Table 1). These influencers of diversity
impacted the educational process. The cultural aspects of diversity with the participants
in this study included diversity in their home cultures as well as their immigration status.
Six out of the eight participants came from refugee camps. They all took pride in their
home cultures as well as embraced their new cultures. I was amazed at their strength and
resiliency for new customs. The linguistic aspects of diversity included different modes
of communication, types and degrees of hearing loss, and age of onset and amplification
for the students who are DHH EL. For all of the students, the home language, difference
between L1 and L2 as well their language proficiency levels all contributed to the
influencers of diversity. The academic aspects of diversity included their prior schooling
experiences, educational placement and programming, language support, and literacy
levels. Some of the participants had prior schooling, while others did not. For example,
Malik had prior schooling at the refugee camp, whereas Ayub did not. These influencers
of diversity contributed to answering the research question as to what were some of the
similarities and differences in the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of
students who are EL.
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One difference that I want to highlight is that of first-language support at home.
The support at home in the first language assists in the process of translanguaging, which
helps students develop English and make meaning of the world (Lewis et al., 2012;
Pacheco & Miller, 2015; Stille et al., 2016). The sample of students who were EL
received support in their first language at home. They were able to access their home
language. Eva stated, “At home, I use Spanish when I speak to my mom.” She
continued, “but when I speak to my sisters, all English.” Eh Meh shared, “I speak
Karenni with my parents and English with my brother.” Some students who were DHH
EL did not have a first language that was supported at home. One of the challenges in
educating students who are DHH is meeting their communication needs. Access to
spoken language is limited due to their hearing loss (Marschark, Shaver, Nagle &
Newman, 2015). The lack of access to spoken language in their home language was
evident with the students who were DHH EL.
This access not only applied to spoken language, but also to signed language.
Access to communication at home, school, and with peers is important for language
development (Kushalnagar, Topoloski, Schick, Edwards, Skalicky, & Patrick, 2011).
Kushalnagar et al. stated that a common language between parents and DHH youth can
help facilitate communication, and that it is the “successful exchange of ideas and
information between parent and child that is critical for overall development” (p. 512).
Malik and Sophie did not completely hear or understand their home language. In
addition, their parents did not know or use Malik and Sophie’s first language, ASL.
When asked what Malik’s primary or first language was, his TOD shared, “I would say
sign language. We asked him, ‘Do you understand your parents in Kirundi?’ He said,
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‘No.’ We asked him if he speaks Kirundi to them, and he said, ‘No.’” She went on to
explain, “I don’t think he ever heard Kirundi because he didn’t get his hearing aids until
he went to Maryland.” In Sophie’s case, her parents spoke Spanish. Ms. Paula shared,
“She [Sophie] doesn’t speak Spanish, but she understands her parents when they talk or
she claims to understand Spanish. I think she’s using a lot of body language clues,
gestures, which way they are looking.” When asked about Sophie’s primary language,
Ms. Paula stated that she felt it was sign language as Sophie didn’t speak Spanish.
Before proceeding with a discussion of the findings related to the research
questions, I reviewed the definitions of students who are DHH EL and students who are
EL. As stated in Chapter II, various terms have been used to define students who are
English learners (Echevarria et al., 2008; Garcia & Tyler, 2010). In this study, I used the
term English learners (EL), which is defined as “active learners of the English language
who may benefit from various types of language support programs” (NCTE, 2008, p. 2).
There was also not a clear definition for students who are DHH EL in the literature. For
the purpose of this study, students who are DHH EL was defined as students having a
hearing loss that adversely affects educational performance and who are culturally and/or
linguistically diverse active learners of the English language and may benefit from
various types of language support programs (Becker & Bowen, 2015).
Within the definition of both English learners and students who are DHH EL, two
key phrases stand out to me as I reflected on the findings of this study. These phrases
were “active learners of the English language” and “may benefit from various types of
language support programs.” This was evident as I analyzed the data provided through
the interviews, observations, and documents. All of the students were active learners of
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the English language, regardless of the mode of communication they used, whether it be
through speech or sign. They were actively learning English in both receptive and
expressive forms. The two students who were DHH EL who used sign language as their
primary mode of communication at school were developing their language through a
combination of sign and spoken English as well as developing their reading and writing
skills. The other participants were actively learning English in the areas of speaking,
listening, reading, and writing.
The other phrase, “may benefit from various types of language support
programs,” was also evident as I analyzed the data. The students varied in placement,
depending on their needs. All of the participants received some measure of support from
a CLD teacher, whether through direct teaching in ELD or sheltered instruction. The
students who were DHH EL received additional support. Two of the students who were
DHH EL, Malik and Sophie, received services from both a CLD teacher and TOD.
Malik’s and Sophie’s educational placement included resource room support directly
from the TOD as well as instruction in the general education setting with the support of a
sign language interpreter or a sheltered class co-taught by the TOD and CLD or general
education teacher. Another student who was DHH EL was in the general education
setting at least 80% of the time, which included instruction in language from a CLD
teacher, but also received pullout services from an itinerant TOD. The support that she
received from the TOD focused on vocabulary development and comprehension.
All of the students benefited from various types of language-support programs.
Just as there is comorbidity in students who are twice-exceptional or students who are
DHH and LD, I propose that there are benefits of a comorbidity perspective for students
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who are DHH and culturally linguistically diverse in the identification of students who
are DHH who are also classified as EL. One of the CLD teachers stated that she, at
times, wondered if she had done a disservice for Malik in identifying him as EL in which
he was now required to take the WIDA Access. I felt that rather than a disservice, he was
then provided with more intensive services to meet all of his and his family’s needs. The
benefits for students who are DHH and also identified as EL have the potential for greater
collaboration between TODs and the CLD, increased access to general education
curriculum, and access to quality instruction from CLD teachers.
The next section of the chapter discusses the findings as they relate to the research
questions of how English language was assessed and how the language proficiency levels
were determined, what the reading levels were, and what curriculum and instructional
strategies were used to develop the language. When answering the research question on
what are the similarities and differences of the sample of students who were DHH EL and
the sample of students who were EL, some of the similarities and differences are
discussed within the context of the language proficiency levels, reading levels, and
curriculum and instructional strategies.
Language Proficiency
As stated in Chapter II, the goal of ELD is to promote the development of either
oral or written English skills and abilities (Gersten & Baker, 2000). Gersten and Baker
recommend that one of the components that an effective program should include is a
focus on the development of proficiency and fluency in English. ELD focuses on four
domains: (a) listening, (b) speaking, (c) reading, and (d) writing. Within those four
domains, language proficiency levels guide instruction. I wanted to find out how the
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language proficiency levels were assessed and determined. Even though this discussion
is on ELD from the perspectives of teaching ELs, the domains of listening and speaking
could also be interpreted as expressive and receptive communication through ASL for
students who are DHH EL using that mode of communication.
Language was assessed through a combination of standardized assessments,
district summative assessments, curriculum assessments, and formative assessments.
Language proficiency levels were assessed through WIDA Access. This assessment
provided proficiency levels in the areas of speaking and writing (expressive) and listening
and reading (receptive). One of the considerations when giving the WIDA to students
who are DHH EL was the listening and speaking portion of the assessment. For students
who use sign language for communication, they may not have access to the listening and
speaking portions. I inquired whether there was an assessment used to measure the
proficiency level of the expressive and receptive sign language. There was not one that
was used. One recommendation would be to use some sort of assessment to measure the
proficiency levels of their expressive and receptive sign language.
The students in this study ranged in proficiency from NEP to LEP 4. This aligned
with one of the guiding principles of language development, which states that students
“develop language proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing
interdependently, but at different rates and in different ways” (WIDA, 2010c, p. 2).
Another guiding principle of language development was that students’ development of
“social, instructional, and academic language, a complex and long-term process, is the
foundation for their success in school” (WIDA, 2010c, p. 2). Cannon and Luckner
(2016) also stated that language proficiency is vital to school success.

135
One of the differences in the English learning of students who are DHH EL and
the students who are EL was that the students who were DHH EL improved their
language proficiency levels in the WIDA scores, whereas the students who were EL did
not improve. The language proficiency levels of the students who are EL actually
decreased. I wondered how and why that occurred. Was it due to the fact that the
students who were DHH EL received additional support from both CLD and TODs? I
realized that it might be that there tends to be a greater growth from NEP to LEP. Once
students reach LEP, they tend to plateau (Deysson, 2013). This was actually one of the
reasons that the school district focused on EL students in their district initiative and hired
a consultant in order to increase scores of the LEP students. The majority of the ELs in
the school district were LEPs (57.8%) as compared to 24.6% of ELs being NEP. One
reason for this plateau may be due to the difference between BICS and CALP, or the
difference between social and academic vocabulary (Canale & Swain, 1980; Cummins,
1981).
Reading Levels
As was stated previously in Chapter IV, the reading levels were difficult to
determine, and I’m not sure that I ended up with a clear picture of what the reading levels
were with the sample of students who are DHH EL and the sample of students who are
EL. I had not anticipated that this would be so difficult to determine. If I had known this
previously, I would have included in the research protocol the ability to assess the
participants myself in order to find out their reading levels. There appeared to be no
consistency with what tools or assessments were used to determine reading levels of the
students. At the elementary level, I know that I could have used DIBELs to get an idea of

136
reading levels. In the secondary level, Achieve 3000 was used to determine reading
Lexile levels, but only at the middle school. For the students who were DHH EL,
AIMSweb was used to progress monitor reading levels.
Curriculum and Instructional
Strategies
In addition to a focus on the development of proficiency and fluency in English,
Gersten and Baker (2000) also recommend that an effective ELD program should include
the components of high-quality instruction on the more formal, grammatical aspects of
English use and a focus on learning new academic content, which is where the content
acquisition would merge with English acquisition. While answering the part of the
research question “What curriculum and/or instructional strategies are used,” it was
evident that these two components were a focus in the language learning of the sample of
students who are DHH EL and students who are EL.
The curriculum used to develop the language learning was consistent in each
school as it was a curriculum adopted by the school district. This curriculum included
instruction on the grammatical aspects of English use as well as learning new academic
content. For the most part, the teachers embraced the curriculum and felt that it was
meeting the needs of the students. Some teachers supplemented the curriculum with
additional resources when they felt the students needed extra support and scaffolding.
For example, even though some of the curriculum incorporated scaffolding within the
lessons, teachers added visuals to reinforce concepts and vocabulary as well as
preteaching vocabulary and building background knowledge. This finding reinforces the
findings from a multivocal synthesis by Gersten and Baker (2000) that support principles
of effective teaching for students who are EL.
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The instructional strategies used to develop English language learning included
explicit instruction and scaffolding. The instructional design and delivery methods I
observed aligned with explicit instruction as described by Goeke (2009). Underlying
principles of explicit instruction include: optimize engaged time/time on task, promote
high levels of success, increase content coverage, students spending more time in
instructional groups, scaffolded instruction, and addressing different forms of knowledge
(Archer & Hughes 2011).
Within these principles, the concept of optimizing engaged time and time on task
was evident. In the observations during instruction with the CLD teachers, there was
higher engaged time and time on task than the instruction with TOD. They optimized the
time of instruction from bell to bell. In addition, there was a higher expectation of
student engagement and student work. For example, in my observations, the students
were highly engaged, knew what was expected of them, and, for the most part, were
focused on the work. As I observed, I didn’t feel the need to put on my “coaching hat” to
start documenting time on task. This was contrasted during one of the observations in
reading instruction with the TOD; Malik had his hoodie over his head with his head down
on his desk. At that point, my instructional coaching background wanted to jump in and
start documenting time off task with the purpose of reflecting with the teacher on how to
improve student engagement. I reminded myself that I was there as a researcher
observing instruction and not as a coach to improve student engagement.
One part of explicit instruction was understanding the students. All of the
teachers understood their students, what their needs were, the language proficiency
levels, and how to meet those needs and promote success. This was evident through the
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interviews and through the observations. Teachers adjusted their instruction to meet the
needs, whether it be through providing opportunities through group and partner work or
adjusting the instructional support to match the students’ levels of language proficiency.
This aligned with WIDA’s guiding principle Number 5, that “students learn language and
culture through meaningful use and interaction” (WIDA, 2010c, p. 1) and guiding
principle Number 10, that “students’ access to instructional tasks requiring complex
thinking is enhanced when linguistic complexity and instructional support match their
levels of language proficiency” (WIDA, 2010c, p. 2).
In addition to instructional strategies of explicit instruction, the themes of a safe
environment and the use of social language emerged. The students who are DHH EL and
the students who are EL developed and learned English in environments that provided a
safe place for learning. All of the teachers not only understood their student’s language
levels, they also understood the need for a safe environment for learning. Within that
safe environment, routines and structures were put into place that allowed the students to
be themselves and take risks as they learned English.
As stated earlier, the one thing that I hadn’t expected was the theme that emerged
on the use of social language. Within the safe environments that were established,
students felt safe to be themselves. Whenever there was some down time with instruction
or between classes, the participants connected with their peers using social language in
their home or primary language. This connected with WIDA’s guiding principle in
which “students use language in functional and communicative ways that vary according
to context” (WIDA, 2010c, p. 2). Even though I didn’t expect to see that, it makes sense.
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When I was working at a deaf mission in Bogota, Colombia, learning sign language as
well as Spanish, whenever I needed a break, I would seek out fellow English speakers.
Implications
Implications for Practice
Practices exist in both the field of special education and in the field of teaching
English learners that would be beneficial if adopted and utilized across fields. Two
treasures exist in the field of teaching ELs which could be beneficial in the education of
not only students who are DHH EL, but also in the education of students who are DHH.
These are the use of sheltered instruction using the SIOP model and the incorporation of
Can Do Descriptors through WIDA. As stated earlier, SIOP is a research-based
instructional model for lesson design and delivery. The SIOP model addresses the
academic and linguistic needs of English Learners. It consists of eight interrelated
components: lesson preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies,
interaction, practice/application, lesson delivery, and review/assessment. The
components of the model could also be beneficial for students who are DHH EL.
In addition to the SIOP model, the Can Do Descriptors can be a valuable resource
in developing the language of students who are DHH EL (WIDA, 2010b). The CLD
teachers referred to the Can Do Descriptors and used them to guide instruction for their
students. The Can Do Descriptors provided teachers with information within the ELD
standards as to what language students are able to understand and produce in the
classroom. Mrs. Peters stated that the Can Do’s “gives specifics of what we can expect
students to do at whatever level they are.” Mrs. Peters shared, “The Can Do’s is like a
matrix of what the students can do if they are a level 1 or if they’re entering level 3.” She
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went on to give an example of what a student might be able to do at a level 1 as compared
to a student at level 5. Mrs. Peters explained that, “the idea would be that you would still
be teaching the content and the standards, you just would be differentiating what students
can do in the class.” The use of Can Do descriptors to differentiate instruction was
echoed by Mrs. Cummins. She stated, “of course I have my WIDA Can Do’s that I can
refer to here if I’m thinking about sheltering or scaffolding.” As a CLD teacher myself,
the Can Do Descriptors provided valuable information with what my EL students could
do in the areas of speaking, listening, reading, and writing. I have often thought how
wonderful it would be to have something similar to guide the instruction in English
learning for students who are DHH EL.
In the field of special education, one area that that may be beneficial for students
who are EL is that of transition planning and support. A transition plan is required for
teenagers in special education who have an IEP. Transition planning is used to identify
goals and services based on individual needs, strengths, skills, and interests as students
prepare for life after high school. The transition plan for Malik included goals and
resources to assist him in his desire to become a mechanic. Students who are ELs do not
have that same support as they become college and career ready. The students who were
EL had ideas of what they wanted to be and do after graduation. For example, Eva
wanted to be a dental assistant and travel. As a student who is LEP, support in
transitioning would be beneficial for Eva. As a student who is NEP like Ayub, support in
transition is almost critical as he prepares for life after graduation.
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Implications for Teacher
Preparation
Implications for teacher preparation are that training in collaboration skills as well
as training in culturally and linguistically responsive teaching are needed. In this study,
collaboration existed between the CLD teachers, TODs, GE teachers, interpreters, and
audiologists. Teachers, interpreters, and audiologists collaborated through meetings,
email, and phone and in person. Collaboration focused on the needs of the students and
how to best provide for those needs. Collaboration also took the form of co-teaching.
Co-teaching existed through sheltered instruction. Effective collaboration can be
beneficial in the education of students who are DHH EL as well as of students who are
EL. Future teachers need to be prepared to become effective collaborators. This finding
reinforces recommendations by Cannon and Luckner (2016). Training and support at the
school district level is also imperative for teachers to effectively collaborate.
Another implication is the need for not only culturally responsive teaching
(Cannon & Luckner, 2016; Gay, 2010; Hammond, 2015), but also for LRT (Lucas &
Villegas, 2013; Lucas, Villegas, & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008; Pizzo, 2016). In order to
effectively educate students who are CLD, teachers need to have a broad range of
knowledge and skills. This includes specialized expertise in second-language acquisition,
familiarity with students’ linguistically and academic backgrounds, understanding the
language demands of the tasks, and utilizing appropriate scaffolding (Lucas et al., 2008).
Guardino and Cannon (2016) stated that “LRT requires that teachers understand secondlanguage acquisition as well as students’ backgrounds in order to carefully scaffold
learning” (p. 108). When teachers have the expertise in second-language acquisition and
understand the language demands of the tasks, they are able to better design explicit
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instruction so that students can be successful in the classroom. The CLD teachers in this
study had the expertise in second-language acquisition and understood the language
demands of the tasks and understood their students’ backgrounds and needs.
Implications in the Identification
and Placement of Students Who
are Deaf/Hard of Hearing
English Learners
Identification of students in special education who are CLD is challenging. This
can also be true for students who are DHH EL. There appeared to be some confusion in
the identification and classification with the participants in this study. Some of the
students were diagnosed first with a hearing loss, and then categorized as ELs. In other
cases, students were first categorized as ELs, and then diagnosed with a hearing loss.
With identification and classification, it is imperative that influencers of diversity such as
language proficiency levels in both L1 and L2, literacy levels, prior schooling, and mode
of communication be investigated thoroughly. In addition, open and ongoing
communication with all team members, especially with parents, is crucial. Once
identified, this open communication as well as the use of various types of assessments,
formal and informal, is needed to determine the best placement and support in the
education of students who are DHH EL.
Limitations and Future Research
A couple of limitations could serve as areas for future research. The selection of
participants was one limitation. This study was comprised of four students who were
DHH EL from various backgrounds and four students who were EL from various
backgrounds. Two students were Hispanic, born in America. One student was from
Somalia. Another student was from Tanzania. The other four participants came from

143
different refugee camps in Southeast Asia. Therefore, it is necessary for future
researchers to include students who are more narrowly diverse. For example, students
who are refugees from Southeast Asia should be considered differently than those that are
from refugee camps in Africa. Also, students who are Hispanic who were not born in the
United States, but who have immigrated here, could be examined.
In addition to the cultural and linguistic diversity of the participants, the
communication mode of the students who are DHH EL varied. Two students who were
DHH EL used ASL as their primary communication mode, while the other two did not.
Future research should focus on the communication mode and how language learning is
developed within that context.
The age and grade levels of the participants were also limitations. The
participants ranged from grade 6 through grade 12. I was extremely disappointed when I
was not able to gain approval to study the language learning of students who were at the
elementary level. Future research could focus on students who are at that early stages of
acquiring a second language in the elementary setting. It would be interesting to see the
growth in English language learning as students move from a NEP to LEP, rather than
with students who have been LEP for several years. As a CLD teacher in the elementary
level, I observed that some students who had recently arrived in the United States without
any English moved quickly from an NEP to LEP classification.
The setting of the study was also a limitation. The setting included two schools in
one district in a western state. One was a high school, and the other a middle school.
The school district and the schools had a high percentage of students who are CLD. Due
to this fact, the school district had established a district initiative that focused on the
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education of students who were EL. Future research should include participants in other
parts of the country and in various school districts. It would be interesting to see how
different school districts in various parts of the country with various percentages in CLD
demographics provide education in the language development of students who are DHH
EL and students who are EL.
This study focused on the English learning of the participants. Culture was part
of their diversity. Future research should include parents as well as interpreters to gain a
deeper understanding of English learning and the role that culture plays in English
development.
The purpose of the case study was to examine an existing phenomenon in the
English learning of a sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who
are EL to gather information for further research. This study served its purpose as it
examined a select sample of students who are DHH EL and a select sample of students
who are DHH. It is just a sampling of what curriculum and instructional strategies were
used to develop the language of these students and how the language proficiency levels
and reading levels were assessed and determined. Readers might be tempted to make
generalizations to a greater population in the language learning of students. However, I
would caution against that, but rather encourage the use of this information to guide
future research in an effort to best provide a safe and inclusive learning environment for
language growth.
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
My research advisor often challenged me by asking, “So what?” and “Now
what?” I’ve gathered information and analyzed the data, but what does it all mean?
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What is the “so what?” There were benefits from students who were DHH EL receiving
instruction from both the CLD teachers and TODs. In the identification and placement of
students who were DHH EL, there appeared to be some confusion. It is important that
students are properly identified and placed in order to receive full support in their English
learning. In addition, missing components in assessment such as identifying reading
levels and language proficiency levels in ASL were evident. Assessments in this area are
needed which would provide valuable information in guiding instruction. Instruction
using explicit instruction and scaffolding provided support in English learning. Teachers
need to create a safe environment and optimize student engagement through high
expectations along with explicit instruction in order for students to be successful in their
English learning. Recommendations are part of answering the “Now what?”
Recommendations as they relate to policy and practice are provided.
Policy
Several issues arose from the findings that are areas to consider when developing
policy in the education of English learning for students who are DHH EL. One issue is
that of identification and placement. As stated earlier, a comorbidity perspective would
be beneficial with the identification and placement of students. It is recommended that
policy be established that ensures that students who are DHH who are culturally and
linguistically diverse are properly identified and placed.
Recommendations related to practice based on the findings from this study are
proposed in the areas of assessment and instruction. Some recommendations stem from
the findings which demonstrated missing components in assessment. Recommendations
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also stem from findings which demonstrated effective use of strategies used in English
language development.
Assessment
In the area of assessment, several recommendations stem from the findings.
Missing components such as common assessments used to determine reading levels and
assessments used to determine proficiency levels in expressive and receptive sign
language were apparent. During the study, I was not able to get a clear picture of the
reading levels of the participants. It is recommended that an assessment such as
Qualitative Reading Inventory (QRI) be used to aid in determining reading levels (Leslie
& Caldwell, 2016). In addition, no assessment was used to measure the proficiency
levels in expressive and receptive sign language. It is recommended that some type of
assessment be used to determine the proficiency levels of ASL with students who use that
mode of communication.
Instruction
In the area of instruction, recommendations based on the finding of this study
include the following. It is recommended that:
1. Teacher preparation programs include training in linguistically responsive
teaching so that teachers obtain the knowledge and skills to be linguistically responsive to
the needs of their students as they learn English.
2. School districts provide training and support for teachers to effectively
collaborate with each other as they develop the English language learning of their
students.
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3. Teachers utilize instructional strategies through explicit instruction and
scaffolding in order to effectively support English learning.
4. Teachers use the Can Do Descriptors to differentiate instruction to meet the
language proficiency levels of students who are DHH EL.
5. Teachers hold high expectations and optimize student engaged time in order to
provide quality instruction and impact student success (Lane, Lange, & Sherwood, 2014).
6. Teachers create safe environments and provide opportunities for students to be
themselves and take risks as they learn English.
7. Teachers recognize and encourage social language between peers in their home
language, but also include opportunities for students to practice speaking in English.
Reflection
This was a multiple-case study. Therefore, I was constrained by the procedures
and bounds put into place prior to commencement of the study. As I reflected on the
process of the research, there were things that I felt I would have done differently. In the
middle of collecting and analyzing data, I thought, “Oh, that would be an interesting area
to follow up,” or “If only I could . . .” One of those areas related to the topic of
interpreters. When I designed the study, I hadn’t considered interviewing interpreters.
During the study, I came in contact with not only the ASL interpreters who helped
interpreter during my interviews with two of the students, but I also met the multiple
language interpreters. These language interpreters helped transcribe the permission
forms into Spanish and Somalian as well as translate to the students and parents from the
South Asian refugee camps who spoke Karenni, Karen, and Burmese. Some interpreters
served as both interpreters and tutors in the classrooms of students. The ASL interpreters

148
accompanied the students who are DHH EL who communicated through sign language in
the classes that were not taught or co-taught by the TOD. The students at MRMS whose
home language was Karenni or Burmese had a language interpreter who tutored them in
classes not taught by a CLD teacher or sheltered instruction such as science and social
studies. It would be interesting to follow up with research on the support provided
through interpreters in the language learning of students.
This study emerged from my desire to keep “drawing in the sand.” From my
experiences with teaching students who were DHH EL in the outback in Australia as a
TOD to teaching students who are EL as a CLD, I wanted to further explore English
language learning. I had hoped to learn more about the similarities and differences in a
sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL. As
anticipated, I learned the “how” and the “what.” For example, I discovered how the
language proficiency levels were assessed and determined and what curriculum and
instructional strategies were used. What took me by surprise and what I didn’t anticipate
was getting to know and appreciate each of the participants as individuals and
understanding the “why.”
Given the influencers of diversity, participants have rich diversity, both culturally
and linguistically, that make them each unique and special. That is the “why.” They are
each on their own journey, drawing their own stories in the sand. They’ve come from
different countries and have different backgrounds, languages, and experiences. They are
going on different paths, wanting to become mechanics, hairdressers, or soccer players.
As part of their journey, they are on the same path, the path of learning English. It will
be exciting to see where the path leads each of them.
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The more that you read, the more things you will know.
The more that you learn, the more places you'll go.
-Dr. Seuss (2003, p. 27)
Summary
This multiple-case study was conducted to examine the English learning of a
sample of students who are DHH EL and a sample of students who are EL. The
similarities and differences were explored as well as how language proficiency was
assessed and determined, what the reading levels were, and what curriculum and
instructional strategies were used.
The major themes that emerged from the data and cross-case analysis were: (a)
curriculum, (b) instructional strategies, (c) language levels, (d) reading levels, (e) safe
environment, (f) social language, (g) routines and procedures, and (h) collaboration.
Language was assessed through a combination of standardized assessments, district
summative assessments, curriculum assessments, and formative assessments. Language
proficiency levels were assessed through WIDA Access. This assessment provided
proficiency levels in the areas of speaking and writing (expressive) and listening and
reading (receptive).
Differences included placement of students, curriculum used to develop language,
how reading levels were assessed/determined, and growth in language proficiency levels.
The students who were DHH EL all showed growth in the language proficiency levels as
compared to the students who were EL who did not show growth. Differences also
included influencers of diversity such as cultural backgrounds, home language, and
modes of communication. In addition, not all students had a first language that was
supported at home due to their hearing loss as compared to the students who were EL.
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The similarities that emerged really speak to the foundation of English language
learning for the students who are DHH EL and the students who are EL. The similarities
in instruction, using explicit instruction, and scaffolding and the value of teamwork
through collaboration provide examples for educators and implications for practice.
Recommendations for practice include the need for explicit instruction and scaffolding,
with high expectations and optimal student engagement. It is also recommended that
teacher preparation include training in linguistically responsive teaching and districts
provide training and support for teachers to effectively collaborate with each other.
The limitations of the study provide opportunities to further the knowledge and
understanding of the language learning through future studies. Recommendations for
future research include studies which involve parents and interpreters as well as
investigating the English learning of students at the elementary level.
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Guiding Principles of Language Development (WIDA, 2010c)
Retrieved from https://www.wida.us/get.aspx?id=1

1. Students’ languages and cultures are valuable resources to be tapped and
incorporated into schooling.
2. Students’ home, school, and community experiences influence their language
development.
3. Students draw on their metacognitive, metalinguistic, and metacultural awareness
to develop proficiency in additional languages.
4. Students’ academic language development in their native language facilitates their
academic language development in English. Conversely, students’ academic
language development in English informs their academic language development
in their native language.
5. Students learn language and culture through meaningful use and interaction.
6. Students use language in functional and communicative ways that vary according
to context.
7. Students develop language proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing
interdependently, but at different rates and in different ways.
8. Students’ development of academic language and academic content knowledge
are inter-related processes.
9. Students’ development of social, instructional, and academic language, a complex
and long-term process, is the foundation for their success in school.
10. Students’ access to instructional tasks requiring complex thinking is enhanced
when linguistic complexity and instructional support match their levels of
language proficiency.
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CONSENT FORM FOR HUMAN PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO
Project Title: An investigation of language learning of a sample of students who are
Deaf or hard of hearing and English learners and a sample of students who are
English learners.

Researcher: Sharon Becker, Doctoral student, School of Special Education
Phone:
(303) 646- ----E-mail: Sharon.becker@unco.edu
Advisors:
Dr. John Luckner
E-mail: John.Luckner@unco.edu

I am researching the language learning of students who are deaf or hard of hearing and
English language learners (DHH EL) and students who are EL. In this study, the
language of a select sample of students who are DHH EL and a select sample of students
who are EL will be explored through a multiple case study which involves observations,
interviews and data collection.
The interviews will include two interviews with you, and one interview with your
student. The interviews will be approximately 30-40 minutes in length with the teacher
and approximately 15 minutes with the student. Interview questions will explore the
language learning of students who are deaf or hard of hearing and English learners. In
addition, two observations of the students’ language development in the educational
setting will be conducted. Observations will be approximately forty minutes in length. I
will conduct these observations as a non-participant/outside observer whereas not to
interfere in the setting. Data collection will include data from the student’s file, IEPs,
curriculum guides and language assessments.
There is limited if any research in this area. The information gained from this study will
help guide service providers in a greater understanding of the language development and
assessment of students who are deaf or hard of hearing and are English learners.
At the end of the experiment, we would be happy to share your data with you at your
request. We will take every precaution in order to protect the confidentiality of your
participation. We will assign a subject number to you. Data collected and analyzed for
this study will be kept in a locked cabinet in the Special Education department, which
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will be only accessible by the researcher and her research advisor. Consent forms will be
destroyed after 3 years. Digital audio/video recordings will be discarded after
transcription.
Potential risks to you in this project are minimal. This study is designed not to cause any
known discomfort or risk to you. Pleased be assured that all the information collected
will be kept strictly confidential.
For your participation in the study, you will receive a small token of appreciation. Most
importantly, your participation will contribute to the fields of deaf and hard of hearing as
well as ELLs. There is a critical lack of research and literature addressing education of
students who are deaf or hard of hearing and are English learners.
Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your decision
will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any questions,
please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy of this form
will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any concerns about your
selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact the Office of Sponsored
Programs, Kempner Hall, University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639; 970351-2161.

Participant’s Signature

Date

Researcher’s Signature

Date
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CONSENT FORM FOR HUMAN PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO
Project Title: An investigation of language learning of a sample of students who are
Deaf or hard of hearing and English learners and a sample of students who are
English learners.
Researcher: Sharon Becker, Doctoral student, School of Special Education
Phone:
(303) 646 -----E-mail: Sharon.becker@unco.edu
Advisors:
Dr. John Luckner
E-mail: John.Luckner@unco.edu

I am researching the language learning of students who are deaf or hard of hearing and
English language learners (DHH EL) and students who are EL. In this study, the
language of a select sample of students who are DHH EL and a select sample of students
who are EL will be explored through a case study which involves observations,
interviews and data collection. If you grant permission and if your child indicates a
willingness to participate, I will sit down with your child and ask him or her questions for
about 15 minutes as well as observe your child two times during instruction.
These observations will be approximately forty minutes in length. I will conduct these
observations as a non-participant/outside observer whereas not to interfere in the setting.
Data collection will include data from the student’s file, IEPs, curriculum guides and
language assessments. The interview questions will include questions such as ‘What
language do you use at home and at school?” The answers will be digitally recorded and
then transcribed.
We would be happy to share the data with you at your request. We will take every
precaution in order to protect the confidentiality of your child’s participation. We will
assign a pseudo name for your child. Data collected and analyzed for this study will be
kept in a locked cabinet in the Special Education department, which will be only
accessible by the researcher and her research advisor. Consent forms will be destroyed
after 3 years. Digital audio recordings will be discarded after transcription.
I foresee no risks to subjects beyond those that are normally encountered in the school
setting. This study is designed not to cause any known discomfort or risk to you or your
child. Please be assured that all the information collected will be kept strictly
confidential.
For participation in the study, your child will receive a small token of appreciation.
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Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns about this research.
Thank you for assisting me with my research.

Sincerely,

Sharon Becker
Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your decision
will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any questions,
please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy of this form
will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any concerns about your
selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact the Office of Sponsored
Programs, Kempner Hall, University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639; 970351-2161.

Parent Signature

Date

Researcher’s Signature

Date
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ASSENT FORM FOR HUMAN PARTICIPANTS IN RESEARCH
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO

My name is Sharon Becker and I’m a doctoral candidate at the University of Northern
Colorado. I do research on students who are deaf or hard of hearing and English learners.
The study I am currently conducting focuses on language learning. This study requires
me to ask some students about their background and their language learning in the areas
of speaking, listening, reading and writing. If you want, you can be one of the students
that I talk with and observe.
Your teacher has identified you as a possible participant in this study. I would love to
talk with you and learn about how you are developing language. For example, I will ask
you what language you use at school and at home. For each question I will want you to
explain your best answer. This is not like a test and there won’t be any score or grade. I
will write down what you say, but I won’t write down your name. It will take about 15
minutes for you to answer the questions.
This study also requires that I observe some of your classroom learning. I will observe
your classroom during instruction. I will check with your teacher for the best time to talk
with you and observe so that you don’t miss anything too important.
Talking with me probably won’t help you or hurt you. Your parents have said it’s okay
for you to talk with me, but you don’t have to. It’s up to you. Also, if you say “yes” but
then change your mind, you can stop any time you want to. Please feel free to ask me
any question you may have about my research.
If you want to be in my research and talk with me about how you are learning language,
please sign your name below and write today’s date next to it. Thanks!
Sincerely,
Sharon Becker
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Participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate in this study and if you
begin participation you may still decide to stop and withdraw at any time. Your decision
will be respected and will not result in loss of benefits to which you are otherwise
entitled. Having read the above and having had an opportunity to ask any questions,
please sign below if you would like to participate in this research. A copy of this form
will be given to you to retain for future reference. If you have any concerns about your
selection or treatment as a research participant, please contact the Office of Sponsored
Programs, Kempner Hall, University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639; 970351-2161.

Participant’s Signature

Date

Researcher’s Signature

Date
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FORMULARIO DE AUTORIZACION PARA PARTICIPAR EN ESTA
INVESTIGACION
UNIVERSIDAD DEL NORTE DE COLORADO

Título del proyecto: Investigación de una muestra de lenguaje en estudiantes sordos ó
con problemas de audición, los cuales están aprendiendo inglés y también a estudiantes
del idioma inglés.
Investigador:

Sharon Becker, candidata a doctorado, Escuela de Educación

Teléfono:
(303) 646 ----Sharon.becker@unco.edu

Correo electrónico:

Asesores:
Dr. John Luckner
John.Luckner@unco.edu

Correo electrónico:

Estoy investigando la adquisición del lenguaje en estudiantes que son sordos ó con
problemas de audición que están aprendiendo Inglés (DHH EL) y a estudiantes del
idioma Inglés (EL). En este estudio, el lenguaje de un grupo selectivo de estudiantes
DHH, serán investigados por medio de un trabajo de estudio que involucra
observaciones, entrevistas y recopilación de datos. Si usted accede a darnos su permiso y
si su hijo/a desea participar, yo me sentaré con su hijo/a y le haré unas preguntas por un
tiempo aproximado a 15 minutos y también le observaré dos veces en su clase.
Las observaciones tomarán unos 40 minutos aproximadamente. Yo personalmente haré
las observaciones pero no participaré en la clase ni haré nada que interfiera con ella. La
recopilación de los datos incluirá información que se encuentra el archivo de IEP (Plan
individual de Educación) de su hijo/a, como también la guía curricular y evaluaciones de
idioma. En las preguntas de la entrevista se incluirán preguntas como: “ Que idioma
utilízas en la casa y en la escuela?” La entrevista será grabada y luego registrada.
Estaríamos dispuestos a compartir las evaluaciones con usted a su petición. Tomarémos
las precauciones necesarias para proteger la confidencialidad de la participación de su
hijo/a en este estudio. Le asignaremos un pseudónimo (nombre ficticio) para proteger la
identidad de su hijo/a. Los datos recopilados y analizados en este estudio serán
guardados un armario con llave en el departamento de Educación Especial, que solo será
accesible al investigador y su asesor. Los formularios de autorización serán destruidos
después de 3 años. Las grabaciones serán desechadas después de ser registradas. No veo
ningún riesgo mas que lo normaI para ambiente escolar. El diseño de este estudio no

177
pretende causar ninguna incomodidad o riesgo a su hijo/a. Puede tener por seguro que la
información recolectada se mantendrá estrictamente confidencial.
Por su participación en este estudio, su hijo/a recibirá una pequeña muestra de
apreciación.
Por favor siéntase con toda libertad de contactarme si tiene preguntas ó preocupaciones
sobre este estudio.
Muchas gracias, por ayudarme mi investigación.

Sinceramente,
Sharon Becker

Su participación es voluntaria. Usted puede decidir no participar en este estudio y si
usted comienza su participación y decide no seguir, puede retirarse en cualquier
momento. Su decisión será respetada y no resultará en la perdida de beneficios a los
cuales usted tiene derecho. Después de haber leído y haber tenido la oportunidad de
hacer preguntas, por favor firme abajo si desea participar en la investigación. Una copia
de este formulario se le proporcionará a usted como futura referencia. Si usted tiene
alguna preocupación sobre su decisión o el trato que se le ha dado como participante, por
favor contácte la oficina de patrocinio de programas (Office of Sponsored Programs) que
se encuentra en Kepner Hall, de la Universidad del Norte de Colorado, Greeley, CO
80639; 970-351-2161.

Firma del padre

Fecha

Firma del investigador

Fecha
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FORMULARIO DE CONSENTIMIENTO PARA PARTICIPANTES DE LA
INVESTIGACION
UNIVERSIDAD DEL NORTE DE COLORADO

Mi nombre es Sharon Becker y soy candidata a doctorado de la Universidad del Norte de
Colorado. Yo hago investigación en estudiantes sordos y con problemas de audición . El
estudio que estoy realizando se enface en la adquisición de lenguaje. Este estudio
requiere que yo haga preguntas a algunos estudiantes sobre su orígen y adquisición de
lenguaje en la areas de diálogo, comprensión, lectura y escritura. Si tu quieres, tú podrías
ser uno de los estudiantes a los que voy a observar y dialogar.
Tu profesora te ha identificado como un posible candidato para este estudio. Me gustaría
mucho conversar contigo y aprende como esta aprendiendo el idioma inglés. Como per
ejemplo, yo te preguntaré sobre cual es el idioma que utilizas en tu casa y en a escuela.
Para cada pregunta me gustaría que explicaras tu mejor respuesta. Esto no es un examen
y no recibirás una nota por ello. Yo escribiré todo lo que tu me digas, pero no utilizaré tu
nombre. Responder las preguntas tomará como unos 15 minutos.
Essie estudio requiere que yo te observaré en algunas de tus classes. Me encargaré de
consultar con tu profesora cuando es el mejor tiempo para conversar contigo para que no
te pierdas nada de tu clase.
Conversar conmigo probablemente no te ayude ó te perjudique. Tus padres accedido que
tu hables conmigo, solo si tu quieres. Todo depende de ti. También, si dices que si, y
luego cambias de opinión, podemos detenernos en cualquier momento. Por favor siéntete
libre de hacerme preguntas sobre mi investigación.
Si quieres participar en mi investigación y conversar conmigo de como estás aprendiendo
el idioma inglés, por favor firma tu nombre abajo y escribe la fecha de hoy junto a tu
nombre.
Muchas Gracias!
Sinceramente,

Sharon Becker
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Su participación es voluntaria. Usted puede decidir no participar en este estudio y si
usted comienza su participación y decide no seguir, puede retirarse en cualquier
momento. Su decisión será respetada y no resultará en la perdida de beneficios a los
cuales tiene derecho. Después de haber leído y haber tenido la oportunidad de hacer
preguntas, por favor firme abajo si desea participar en la investigación. Una copia de este
formulario se le proporcionará a usted como futura referencia. Si tiene alguna
preocupación sobre su decisión o el trato que se le ha dado como participante, por favor
contácte a la oficina de patrocinio de programs (Office of Sponsored Programs) que se
encuentra en Kepner Hall, de la Universidad del Norte de Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639;
970-351-2161.

Firma de participante

Fecha

Firma de investigador

Fecha
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Foomka Ogolaanshaha ka qaybgalayaasha aadanaha ee cilmi ee
Jamacada Waqooyiga Colorado (University of Northern Colorado)

Ciwaanka Barnaamijka: Baaritaan ah barashada luqadda ee tusaalaha ah ardayda
dhegoolaha ah ama dhego culus iyo/ ama af Ingiriisiga baraneya iyo muunad ka mid ah
ardayda Ingiriisiga barta.
Cilmi Baare: Sharon Becker, Ardayad Doctoral ah, School of Special Education
Phone:
Advisors:

(303) 646- ----Dr. John Luckner

E-mail: Sharon.becker@unco.edu
E-mail: John.Luckner@unco.edu

Waxaan ahay cilmi barashada luqada ee ardayda dhegaha la 'ama maqalka kugu adag iyo
Bartayaasha Luqadda Ingiriisiga (DHH EL) iyo ardayda kuwa ELL ah. In daraasaddan,
afka reer muunad doorashada ee ardayda DHH EL iyo muunad doorashada ee ardayda
EL la sahmin doonaa iyada oo loo marayo daraasad dhacdo oo ku lug indhaynta,
wareysiyo iyo xog ururinta ah. Haddii aad ku siiyo fasax iyo haddii ilmahaagu waxay
muujinaysaa rabitaankooda ah in ay ka qayb, waxaan ku fadhiisan doonaa ilmahaaga iyo
weydiiyaan oo ku yidhaahdaan ama su'aalo iyada oo ku saabsan 15 daqiiqo iyo sidoo kale
ilmahaagu u dhawrtaan laba jeer inta lagu guda jiro edbinta.
Daraasadan waxay noqon doontaa qiyaastii afartan daqiiqo oo dherer ah. Waxaan qaban
doonaa indhaynta sida non-qaybgale / goobjooge ka baxsan halka aan la faragelin ee
goobta. ururinta macluumaadka ku jiri doona xogta laga file ardayga, IEP, Hanuuniyaa
manhajka iyo qiimaynta luuqadda. su'aalo wareysi ku jiri doona su'aalo ay ka mid yihiin
'Waa maxay luqadda aad isticmaasho guriga iyo dugsiga? "jawaabaha waxaa lagu dijital
duubi doono ka dibna soo guuriyeen.
Waxaan noqon lahaa ku faraxsanahay inaan la wadaagno xogta aad codsigaaga. Waxaan
qaadan doonaa taxadar kasta si loo ilaaliyo sirta ah ee ka qaybgalka ilmahaaga
daraasadan. Waxaan ubixineyna magac naaneys ah ama ka balan magaca ilmahaaga si
aan u ilaalino magaciisa. Xog laga soo ururiyey oo falanqeeyay daraasadan waxa lagu
hayn doona golaha qufulan in waaxda gaarka ah ee Waxbarashada, kaas oo noqon doona
oo kaliya la heli karo cilmi baare iyo la taliyaha cilmi iyada. Foomamka Oggolaanshaha
waa la baabbi'in doonaa 3 sano ka dib. cajalado maqal ah Digital la tuuri doonaa ka dib
markii qoraal.
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Waxaan arki lahayn khatarta in maadooyinka ka baxsan kuwa caadiga ah kala kulantay
goob iskuulka. daraasadda waxaa loogu tala galay in aan wax xanuun ah ama loo yaqaan
khatar keeni adiga ama ilmahaaga in. Fadlan la soco inaan xaqiijiyay in dhammaan
macluumaadka laga soo ururiyey waxaa loo hayn doonaa si adag si qarsoodi ah.

For participation in the study, your child will receive a small token of appreciation.
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns about this research.
Waad ku mahadsan tahay inaad igu caawineysid cilmi baaristeyda.

Si daacadnimo leh,
Sharon Becker
Ka qayb qaadashada waa ikhtiyaari. Waxaad go'aansan kartaa in aadan ka qayb qaadan
daraasaddan iyo haddii aad bilowdo ka qaybqaadashada waxa laga yaabaa inaad weli
go'aansan in la joojiyo oo la noqoto waqti kasta. Go'aankaaga waa la ixtiraamo doonaa
oo aan ka dhalan karin khasaare ah faa'iidooyinka in aad xaq u leedahay haddii kale. Ka
dib markaan akhrinay kor ku xusan iyo isagoo fursad ay wax su'aalo ah, fadlan hoos
saxiix weydiiso haddii aad jeclaan lahayd inaad ka qayb qadato cilmi baaristaan. Nuqul
ama koobi ka mid ah foomkan yalagu siin doonaa in aad dib u qabsato tixraac
mustaqbalka. Haddii aad qabto wax welwel ah oo ku saabsan doorashada ama daaweyn
sida cilmi-qaybgale ah, fadlan lasoo xiriir Xafiiska Barnaamijyada damaanadqaaday,
Kempner Hall, ee University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, CO 80639; 970-351-2161.

Saxiixa Waalidka:

Tariikhda:

Researcher’s Signature:

Date:
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Semi-structured Interview

Interview Questions
(two interviews with the teacher and one interview with the student)
The purpose of conducting these semi-structured interviews is to gain background
information on the case study, corroborate what is being observed, and guide future
questioning, if needed.
Teacher
1st Interview
1. What is your role in relationship to this student?
2. Tell me about your student.
3. What is his/her primary mode of communication? (oral, signed language, etc.)
4. How long has your student been in this program?
5. Where did your student attend previously?
6. What would you consider to be your student’s primary or first language? (L1)
7. What would consider to be your student’s secondary language? (L2)
8. What is your students’ language proficiency level(s)
9. How are those language proficiency levels determined?
10. What are your students’ language strengths?
11. How are your students reading skills?
2nd Interview
12. How do you develop the expressive and receptive language of your student?
13. What curriculums and/or materials do you use to develop listening, speaking,
reading and writing skills for your student?
14. What assessments to you use to guide the development of language skills of your
students?
15. What growth have you seen in this past year in your students’ language skills?
16. What factors do you feel have attributed to the growth of your students’
language/reading?

Student
1. Tell me about yourself.
2. How long have you been at this school?
3. Where did you attend previously?
4. What language do you use at school? At home?
5. What do you feel is your strongest language?
6. What do you find easiest/hardest? (speaking, listening, reading, writing)
7. How has your language developed (increased) this past year?
8. What do you think has helped develop or increase your language skills?
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Observation Protocol
Language Learning of Students who are DHH EL and EL
Participant:
Date:
Observation: 1st or 2nd
Time Start:
/End:
Total Length of Time:
Teacher:
Classroom:
Curriculum used:
Lesson:
Goals/objectives:
Descriptive Notes

Reflections:

Classroom Layout:

Reflective Notes

